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Dear  Reader: 

Attached  for  your  review  is  the  Final  Twin  Falls  Livestock  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Burley 
District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  pursuant  to  Section  102  (2)(C)  of  the 
National  Enviromental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 

The  statement  describes  and  anlyzes  the  environmental,  economic,  and  social 
effects  of  proposed  grazing  management  on  231,298  acres  of  public  land  in 
southcentral  Idaho.  Five  alternative  levels  of  livestock  grazing  are 
considered. 

The  preparation  of  this  final  statement  differs  from  the  past  procedure  of 

reprinting  the  entire  draft  statement.  This  statement  includes  only  those 

changes  that  are  necessary  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  responses  to  public  commments 
received  on  the  Draft  EIS. 

This  document,  used  with  the  draft  statement  distributed  to  the  public  on 
January  26,  1982  and  the  Addendum  to  the  draft  distributed  on  February  16, 
1982,  constitutes  the  Final  Enviromental  Impact  Statement. 


This  final  statement  is  not  a  de 
probable  impacts  to  the  human  en 
alternatives  would  create.  The 
based  on  the  analysis  contained 
constraints,  public  concerns  and 
objectives  or  programs  for  the  a 
30  days  following  filing  of  the 
tion  Agency  and  distribution  to 
management  direction  for  the  Twi 
available  as  soon  as  a  decision 
subsequently  be  developed  on  an 


cision  document;  it  merely  discloses  the 
vironment  that  the  proposed  action  and 
decision  on  the  action  to  be  taken  will  be 
in  the  Final  EIS,  BLM's  manpower  and  budget 
comments,  and  other  multiple-use  resource 
rea.  Decisions  cannot  be  enacted  for  at  least 
final  statement  with  the  Environmental  Protec- 
the  public.  A  summary  document  outlining  the 
n  Falls  EIS  area  will  be  prepared  and  made 
is  reached.  More  specific  decisions  will 
allotment-by-allotment  basis. 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation. 

Sincerely  yours , 
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District  Manager 
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TWIN  FALLS   GRAZING 
ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  STATEMENT 


(    )   Draft  (X)   Final    Environmental    Impact  Statement 

1.  Type  of  Action :     (X)   Administrative  (    )   Legislative 

2.  Responsible  Agencies: 

a.  Lead  Agency:   Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

b.  Cooperating  Agencies:   None 

3.  Abstract:  The  Twin  Falls  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  analyzes 
tTTe  effects  of  livestock  grazing  on  231,298  acres  of  public  land  in 
southcentral  Idaho.  Five  grazing  management  alternatives  are  presented 
for  consideration  and  are  analyzed  in  terms  of  their  projected  economic, 
social  and  environmental  effects.  Each  alternative  analyzes  a  different 
level   of  allocating  the  vegetative  resource  among  competing  users. 

This  document  will  be  used  to  determine  the  proper  level  of  livestock 
grazing  on  the  public  lands,  using  the  multiple  use  sustained-yield 
concept.  Its  contents  exemplify  the  conflicting  demands  being  placed  on 
public  lands  throughout  the  west  and  the  fact  that  concessions  are 
necessary  to  achieve  parity  between  resource  needs  and  resource  use.  The 
rangeland  management  program  selected  for  the  subject  public  land  will 
be  based  upon  the  anlysis  presented   in  this  document. 

4.  Comments   Have  Been  Requested  and  Received  from  the  Following: 

See  Page  1  -  Commments  on  the  draft  statement  were  received  from  those 
agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals  marked  with  an 
asterisk. 

5.  Date  Draft   Statement  Made  Available  to  EPA  and  the  Public: 

Draft:     January  29,   1982 
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The  purpose  of  this  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  is  to  analyze  the 
effects  of  implementing  a  livestock  grazing  program  on  231,298  acres  of  public 
land  in  Twin  Falls  County,  Idaho.  The  analysis  developed  in  this  document 
will  provide  the  decision-maker  and  the  public  with  an  assessment  of 
environmental  impacts  which  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  livestock 
grazing  program.  The  proposed  management  alternatives  were  developed  through 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM),  Burley  District's  Management  Framework 
Plan  for  the  Twin  Falls  Planning  Unit.  With  the  exception  of  one  alternative 
designed  to  maximize  livestock  grazing,  the  five  alternatives  addressed  are 
designed  to  improve  or  maintain  soil,  watershed,  vegetation,  wildlife,  and 
other  resource  conditions. 

Alternative  levels  of  forage  allocation,  methods  of  livestock  grazing 
management,  and  necessary  supporting  facilities  (i.e.,  water  developments, 
fencing,  land  treatment  projects,  etc.)  are  addressed.  Alternatives  in 
addition  to  the  proposed  action  (a  multiple-use  mix  of  activities  providing 
benefits  to  all  resources)  are:  1)  increased  livestock  use,  2)  existing 
stocking   level,   3)   reduced   livestock  use,  and  4)   no  livestock  grazing. 

ALTERNATIVES   INCLUDING  THE   PROPOSED  ACTION 

The   BLM  has  analyzed  the   impacts  of  the   following  five  alternatives: 

Alternative  A  -  Proposed  Action  (Preferred  Alternative).  The  Proposed  Action 
would  allocate  vegetation  for  consumptive  use  by  livestock  (on  76  allotments) 
and  big  game  (mule  deer  and  antelope).  Vegetation  would  be  allocated  to 
satisfy  present  and  projected  wildlife  numbers  determined  during  the  BLM 
planning  process  and  consultation  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
(IDFG).  Initially,  livestock  use  would  be  reduced  from  the  six-year  average 
on  25  allotments,  remain  unchanged  on  18  allotments,  and  increase  on  33 
allotments.  The  initial  allocation  to  livestock  would  be  55,076  AUMS  -  21 
percent  above  grazing  preference,  one  precent  above  the  six-year  average  use. 
The  allocation  for  wildlife  would  be  2,661  AUMs  which  satisfies  the  needs  of 
present  big  game  populations.  The  long-term  allocations  would  increase  to 
4,405  AUMs  to  provide  needed  forage  for  projected  big  game  populations  and 
71,210  AUMs  for  livestock.  New  range  improvements  and  maintenance  of  existing 
land  treatments  would  provide  the  bulk  of  this  increase.  This  level  of 
livestock  use  is  57  percent  above  preference,  31  percent  above  average  use. 
Livestock  use  on   10  allotments  would  remain  below  the  current  level    of   use. 

Under  the  Proposed  Action  four  grazing  management  systems  would  be  used: 
1)  rest-rotation  on  19  allotments  (60,138  acres),  2)  deferred  rotation  on  32 
allotments  (128,025  acres),  3)  seasonal  use  on  15  allotments  (27,439  acres), 
and  4)  custodial  use  on  12  allotments  (7,740  acres).  Three  treatments  - 
grazing  prior  to  seedripe,  grazing  after  seedripe,  and  yearlong  rest  -  would 
be  employed  under  rest-rotation  and  deferred  rotation  systems.  Existing 
allotment  management  plans  (AMPs)  would  continue  to  be  implemented  (28  AMPs 
covering  32  allotments)  and  updated  as  necessary.  New  AMPs  and/or  Integrated 
Ranch   Plans   (IRPs)  would  be  developed  as  needed. 

Implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  require  installation  of  the 
following   range   improvements  and  land  treatment  maintenance: 
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Water  Troughs               -  30  Cattl  eguards  -  15 

Fences                             -  13.75  mi.  Plow  and   Drill    Seed  -  416  ac. 

Pipelines                       -  25.75  mi .  Rail    and  Aerial    Seed  -  150  ac. 

Spring   Developments  -  2  Burn  and  Drill    Seed  -  5,364  ac. 

Reservoirs                     -  6  Spray  and   Drill    Seed  -  4,011  ac. 

Pumping  Stations         -  1  Spray  -  3,603  ac. 

Seeding  Maintenance: 

Burning  -         21,812  ac . 

Spraying  -       10,848  ac. 

Railing  -  294  ac. 

Also   included   in  the  Proposed  Action  are  the  following  wildlife  projects: 

Fences  -         11.05  mi .  Big   Game  Guzzlers         -         3 

Pipelines       -  0.75  mi.  Bird  Guzzlers  -       11 

Potholes         -  2 

Alternative  B  -  Increased  Livestock  Use.  The  initial  allocation  of  vegetation 
for  consumptive  use  under  this  alternative  includes  2,661  AUMs  for  wildlife 
and  61,994  AUMs  for  livestock.  This  allocation  level  would  result  in  19 
allotments  being  stocked  below  present  levels,  six  allotments  remaining 
unchanged,  and  51  allotments  being  stocked  at  higher  levels.  The  initial 
livestock  allocation  is  37  percent  above  grazing  preference,  14  percent  above 
the  six-year  average.  Present  wildlife  needs  would  be  met,  but  only  3,294 
AUMs  would  be  allocated  over  the  long  term,  resulting  in  a  1,111  AUM  short- 
fall in  satisfying  the  needs  of  future  mule  deer  populations.  The  long-term 
livestock  allocation  would  be  89,287  AUMs  with  new  range  improvements  and 
maintenance  providing  the  additional  AUMs.  This  level  is  97  percent  above 
preference  and  64  percent  above  average  use.  Four  allotments  would  continue 
to  be  stocked  below  present  levels. 

The  same  grazing  systems  incorporating  the  same  treatments  as  in  the 
Proposed  Action  would  be  implemented  as  follows:  rest-rotation  on  19 
allotments  (61,806  acres),  deferred  rotation  on  35  allotments  (152,340  acres), 
seasonal  use  on  13  allotments  (2,834  acres),  and  custodial  use  on  11 
allotments  (6,362).  Again,  existing  AMPs  would  continue  in  force  and  new 
AMPs/IRPs  would  be  developed  as  necessary. 

In  order  to  provide  the  additional  forage  needed  to  meet  the  long-term 
allocation,  the  following  range  improvements  and  land  treatment  maintenance 
would  be  completed: 

Water  Troughs  -  36  Wells  2 

Fences  -  18.5  mi.  Plow  and   Drill    Seed  -         638  ac . 

Pipelines  -  29.0  mi.  Rail    and  Aerial    Seed  -         280  ac. 

Spring   Developments  -  3  Burn  and   Drill    Seed  -  15,115  ac. 

Reservoirs  -  7  Spray  and  Drill    Seed  -   12,108  ac. 

Cattl eguards  -  15  Spray  -  20,209  ac. 

Pumping  Stations  -  2  Drill    Seed  -         600  ac. 

Storage  Tanks  -  2 

Seeding  Maintenance: 
Burning         -         22,027  ac. 
Spraying         -       13,269  ac. 
Railing         -  294  ac. 


Alternative  C  -  Existing  Stocking  Level.  Under  this  alternative  the  initial 
and  long-term  forage  allocation  would  be  the  current  six-year  average  use  of 
54,472  AUMs  plus  283  AUMs  on  two  new  allotments  for  a  total  livestock 
allocation  of  54,755  AUMs.  With  the  exception  of  the  two  new  allotments,  the 
current  stocking  level  on  all  allotments  would  be  maintained.  This  allocation 
is  21  percent  above  grazing  preference.  Initially,  2,661  AUMs  would  be 
allocated  for  big  game  with  this  increasing  to  4,405  AUMs  over  the  long  term. 
This  allocation  provides  for  the  needs  of  present  and  projected  big  game 
populations   as  developed  by   IDFG. 

The  same  grazing  systems  and  treatments  would  be  employed  as  in  previous 
alternatives.  No  change  from  current  management  would  be  made  with  15 
allotments  (54,828  acres)  under  rest-rotation,  20  allotments  (49,638  acres) 
under  deferred  rotation,  32  allotments  (112,474  acres)  under  seasonal  use,  and 
11  allotments  (6,362  acres),  including  the  two  new  allotments,  under  custodial 
use.  Existing  AMPs  would  continue  to  be  implemented  and  updated  as  necessary, 
but  no  new  AMPs/IRPs  would  be  developed  or  implemented. 

To  continue  vegetative  production  at  current  levels,  land  treatment 
maintenance  as  identified  in  Alternative  A  would  be  completed.  This  would 
ensure  that  current  stocking  levels  are  maintained.  Other  range  developments 
would  also  be  maintained.     No  new  project  work  would  be  undertaken. 

Alternative    D    -    Reduced    Livestock    Use.  The    initial    and    long-term    forage 

allocation  for  livestock  use  would,  be  34,783  AUMs  (23%  below  grazing 
preference,  36%  below  the  six-year  average  licensed  use  level).  Several 
factors  which  would  benefit  wildlife,  watershed,  and  other  resources  were 
incorporated  into  this  alternative,  thus  resulting  in  the  reduced  allocation 
for  livestock.  The  initial  allocation  for  wildlife  would  be  4,405  AUMs  which 
would  satisfy  the  needs  of  present  as  well   as  future  populations. 

Grazing  management  would  be  the  same  as  under  Alternative  C.  Changes  in 
period  of  use  would  occur  on  ten  allotments,  benefiting  wildlife  by 
eliminating   early  spring   livestock  grazing. 

No  range  improvements  or  land  treatment  maintenance  would  be  undertaken. 
Wildlife  and  watershed  projects  would  be  developed  to  improve  riparian 
vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat.     The  following   projects  would  be  included: 

Fences  -  25.05  mi.  Big   Game  Guzzlers         -       3 

Pipelines  -     0.75  mi.  Bird   Guzzlers  -     11 

Potholes  -     2 

Alternative  E-  No  Livestock  Grazing.  All  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands 
administered  by  the  BLM  would  be  terminated.  All  grazing  permits  and  AMPs 
would  be  cancelled.  All  public  land  in  the  EIS  area  would  be  unallotted.  The 
only  forage  allocation  for  consumptive  use  would  be  4,405  AUMs  for  big  game 
which  would  satisfy   present  as  well    as  future  needs. 

Existing  range  developments  and  land  treatments  would  be  maintained  only 
if  beneficial  for  non-livestock  uses.  No  new  range  development  would  be 
undertaken   unless  necessary  for  non-livestock  programs. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

The  Proposed  Action,  Existing  Stocking  Level,  and  Reduced  Livestock  Use 
alternatives  were  found  to  be  generally  beneficial  to  the  various  resource 
values,  though  some  adverse  affects  were  present  under  each.  The  increased 
Livestock  Use  alternative  would  have  the  greatest  adverse  affects  on  other  re- 
source values  because  of  the  significantly  higher  forage  allocation  and  higher 
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level  of  range  improvement  work  required  to  produce  forage.  Impacts  of  the  No 
Livestock  Grazing  alternative  would  be  mixed  with  adverse  affects  on  economic 
and  social    values  and  generally  beneficial    affects  on  other  resources. 

Consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative.  Soil  erosion  on  71  percent 
of  the  allotment  acreage  would  decrease,  while  it  would  increase  on  only  two 
percent.  Estimated  sheet  erosion  rates  would  drop  from  .69  tons/acre/year 
(T/A/Y)  to  .56  T/A/Y.  Watershed  cover  (combined  vegetation  and  litter)  of  60 
percent  or  more  would  increase  from  64  percent  to  76  percent.  Minimal 
localized   improvment  in  water  quality  would  result   from  this  alternative. 

Long-term  vegetative  production  is  expected  to  increase  by  19  percent. 
Range  condition  and  trend  would  improve  significantly.  Overall,  vegetative 
cover  would  improve  slightly  (from  43%  to  44%).  Seven  percent  of  the  riparian 
vegetation  would  improve  because  of  fencing,  but  the  remaining  areas  would  not 
show  any  improvement   (70%  is  presently  in  fair  or  poor  condition). 

Big  game  forage  requirements  would  be  met  over  both  the  short  and  long 
term,  but  conflicts  would  still  occur  from  grazing  on  critical  mule  deer 
winter  range  (82%)  and  summer  range  (86%),  and  spring  grazing  on  antelope 
habitat  (100%).  All  species  would  benefit  from  additional  water  develop- 
ments. Improved  cover  and  increased  forage  would  benefit  most  species  (7% 
decrease  in  forage  allocation  on  critical  sage  grouse  habitat).  Increased 
grazing,  particularly  in  the  spring,  would  adversely  affect  ground-nesting 
birds  including  two  sensitive  species  -  the  long-billed  curlew  and  the 
burrowing  owl..  Forty  percent  of  the  critical  mule  deer  range  would  be  grazed 
under  seasonal  use.  Land  treatments  would  result  in  short-term  adverse 
affects  but  in  the  long  term  would  be  beneficial.  Fisheries  and  aquatic  spe- 
cies would  be  adversely  affected  or  show  only  slight  improvement  over  present 
conditions,  because  of  little  improvement  in  riparian  habitat  condition. 

No  change  would  occur  in  projected  recreation  visitor  days  for  fishing  or 
big  game  hunting,  but  a  ten  percent  increase  would  occur  in  upland  game 
hunting.  No  changes  in  visual  resource  management  (VRM)  classes  would  be 
expected.  Of  the  known  cultural  sites,  91  percent  would  be  adversely  affected 
due  to  increased  livestock  numbers. 

Ranch  income  changes  over  the  long  term  would  amount  to  +$141,000.  Net 
present  worth  of  regional  income  changes  would  be  +$1.3  million.  Long  term 
employment  would  increase  by  10  jobs  as  a  result  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
ranching   community  would  have  a  strengthened   feeling  of  social    well   being. 

Consequences  of  the  Increased  Livestock  Use  Alternative.  Increased  soil 
erosion  i~s  projected  for  34  percent  67  the?  allotted  acreage  with  rates 
declining  on  only  25  percent.  Estimated  sheet  erosion  rates  would  increase  by 
.04  T/A/Y  over  the  present  rates  -  to  .73  T/A/Y.  Areas  with  sufficient 
recommended  watershed  cover  would  drop  from  64  percent  to  49  percent  of  the 
allotted  area.  Significant  deterioration  in  water  quality  and  in  watershed 
condition  near  perennial    streams  would  occur. 

Vegetative  production  over  the  long  term  would  increase  by  34  percent. 
Significant  improvement  in  range  condition  and  trend  would  result  under  this 
alternative.  There  would  be  no  change  in  overall  vegetative  cover.  Riparian 
vegtation  would  decline  in  condition.  Two  sensitive  and  one  proposed 
threatened  plant  species  would  be  adversely  affected. 

A  shortage  of  1,111  AUMs  for  mule  deer  would  occur  over  the  long  term. 
Livestock  utilization  of  shrubs  on  critical  mule  deer  winter  range  would  be 
above  20  percent  resulting  in  declining  carrying  capacity  for  deer  in  these 
areas.  Late  fall  and  early  spring  grazing  would  continue  on  critical  mule 
deer  range  and  on  antelope  range  as  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Seasonal  use 
would  continue  on  less  than  one  percent  of  the  critical    range.      Ground-nesting 
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birds  would  be  more  susceptible  to  nest  desertion  and  trampling.  Waterfowl, 
furbearers,  fisheries,  and  other  riparian  species  would  be  adversely  affected 
by  further  deterioration  of  riparian  vegetation  and  water  quality.  Critical 
sage  grouse  habitat  would  be  adversely  affected  by  a  15  percent  increase  in 
the  vegetative  allocation  to  livestock.  Land  treatments  would  occur  on  cri- 
tical mule  deer  winter  range  (45%),  critical  mule  deer  summer  range  (66%),  and 
critical  sage  grouse  nesting/brood-rearing  habitat  (36%)  resulting  in  long- 
term  adverse  affects.  Proposed  water  developments  would  benefit  most  species. 
A  decrease  in  projected  recreation  visitor  days  would  occur  for  fishing 
(10%),  upland  game  hunting  (10%),  and  mule  deer  hunting  (20%).  There  would  be 
moderate  impacts  on  visual  resources  with  1,621  acres  of  Class  II  and  2,434 
acres  of  Class  III  being  lowered  one  VRM  class.  Increased  livestock  numbers 
would  adversely  affect  94  percent  of  the  known  cultural  sites. 

Long-term  ranch  income  changes  would  amount  to  +$304,000.  The  net  present 
worth  of  changes  in  regional  income  would  be  +$2.6  million.  An  additional  20 
jobs  would  be  added  to  the  job  market  over  the  long  term.  A  strengthened 
feeling  of  social  well  being  would  be  felt  by  the  ranching  community. 

Consequences  of  the  Existing  Stocking  Level  Alternative.  The  rate  of  soil 
erosion  would  decrease  on  51  percent  of  the  allotted  acreage  and  increase  on 
three  percent.  Estimated  sheet  erosion  rates  for  the  area  would  fall  to  .64 
T/A/Y  while  acreage  with  recommeded  watershed  cover  would  increase  from  64  to 
74  percent  of  the  area.  Water  quality  and  watershed  condition  near  perennial 
waters  would  not  change  from  the  current  status. 

A  ten  percent  increase  in  vegetative  production  would  occur  over  the  long 
term.  Improvement  in  range  condition  and  trend  would  occur,  but  it  would  be 
considerably  less  than  in  Alternative  A  or  B.  Vegetative  cover  would  not 
change  from  the  present  percentage  of  43.  Riparian  vegetation  would  not 
change  in  condition  with  70  percent  remaining  in  the  fair  or  poor  class. 

Forage  requirements  for  big  game  would  be  met,  though  late  fall  and  early 
spring  grazing  would  continue  to  suppress  forage  production  on  82  percent  of 
the  critical  mule  deer  winter  range,  86  percent  of  the  critical  mule  deer 
summer  range,  and  all  antelope  range.  Seasonal  grazing  use  would  continue  on 
71  percent  of  the  critical  mule  deer  range.  Current  upland  game  populations 
would  be  maintained,  but  adverse  impacts  such  as  nest  desertion  and  trampling 
presently  occurring,  would  continue.  Riparian  areas  would  continue  to  be 
heavily  grazed,  resulting  in  no  change  or  minor  adverse  impacts  on  associated 
species  -  waterfowl,  furbearers,  fisheries,  river  otter.  Minor  adverse  impacts 
on  big  game  and  upland  game  would  result  from  land  treatment  maintenance. 

Recreation  visitor  day  projections  would  remain  static.  No  change  would 
occur  in  visual  resource  management  classes.  The  present  downward  trend  in 
condition  on  94  percent  of  known  cultural  resources  sites  would  continue. 

There  would  be  no  change  in  rancher  incomes  under  this  alternative.  The 
net  present  worth  of  changes  in  regional  income  would  be  +$89,000.  No  jobs 
would  be  added  to  the  employment  section  over  the  long  term.  Ranchers  would 
have  a  strengthened  feeling  of  social  well  being. 

Consequences  of  the  Reduced  Livestock  Use  Alternative.  Soil  erosion  rates 
would  decrease  on  85  percent  of  the  area  and  increase  on  one  percent.  Esti- 
mated sheet  erosion  rates  would  decrease  by  .19  T/A/Y  with  the  overall  rate 
projected  at  .50  T/A/Y.  Areas  with  sufficient  watershed  cover  (60%  or  more) 
would  increase  from  64  percent  of  the  area  to  80  percent.  Improvement  in 
water  quality  and  in  watershed  condition  near  perennial  streams  would  occur. 

Only  a  two  percent  increase  in  vegetative  production  would  occur  because 
no  new  land  treatment  or  treatment  maintenance  would  be  done.  Trend  and 
condition  on  native  range  would  improve  significantly,  but  they  would  decline 
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on  seedings.  A  three  percent  increase  (to  46%)  in  vegetative  cover  would  re- 
sult under  this  alternative.  Riparian  vegetation  would  improve  -  significant- 
ly on  the  43  percent  being   fenced,  minimally  on  the  remaining   57  percent. 

Big  game  forage  requirements  would  be  met.  Changes  in  period  of  use 
would  benefit  all  antelope  range  and  90  percent  of  the  critical  mule  deer 
summer  range.  Seasonal  use  would  continue  as  under  the  existing  situation. 
Reduced  livestock  numbers  would  result  in  improved  habitat  for  upland  game 
though  the  lack  of  land  treatments  and  maintenance  would  cause  some  loss  of 
sage  grouse  because  of  sagebrush  stands  becoming  dense  and  overgrown.  A  36 
percent  reduction  in  allocation  would  occur  on  critical  sage  grouse  habitat. 
Riparian  habitat  would  improve  for  upland  game,  waterfowl,  fisheries,  and 
other  associated  species  where  fencing  occurs,  but  would  show  only  minor 
improvement  in  other  areas.     Wildlife  projects  would  benefit  all   species. 

Projected  recreation  visitor  days  would  increase  under  this  alternative: 
fishing  (5%),  upland  game  hunting  (15%),  and  mule  deer  hunting  (10%).  VRM 
classes  would  not  change.  The  downward  trend  in  condition  of  cultural 
resources  would  continue,  but  reduced  livestock  use  would  slow  the  rate  on  94 
percent  of  the  known  sites. 

Long-term  ranch  income  changes  would  amount  to  -$187,000.  Changes  in 
regional  income  would  result  in  a  net  present  worth  loss  of  -$2.1  million.  A 
loss  of  11  jobs  would  occur  over  the  long  term.  The  ranching  community  would 
feel    a  reduced  sense  of  social    well    being. 

Consequences  of  the  No  Livestock  Grazing  Alternative.  Under  this  alternative, 
the  potential  soil  erosion  rate  would  decrease  on  91  percent  of  the  allotted 
acreage  with  no  areas  showing  an  increase.  Estimated  sheet  erosion  rates 
would  drop  from  .69  T/A/Y  to  .64  T/A/Y.  Watershed  cover  of  60  percent  or  more 
would  occur  on  82  percent  of  the  EIS  area,  up  from  the  present  64  percent 
figure.  Water  quality  would  improve  significantly,  as  would  watershed 
conditions  near  perennial    streams. 

Vegetative  production  would  increase  by  two  percent,  the  same  as  under 
the  Reduced  Livestock  Use  Alternative.  Range  condition  and  trend  would 
improve  significantly  on  native  range,  decline  significantly  on  seeded  range. 
Vegetative  cover  would  increase  to  47  percent  (up  4%).  All  riparian  vegeta- 
tion would  improve  significantly  because  of  the  removal    of  livestock. 

Mule  deer  and  antelope  forage  requirements  would  be  met.  All  livestock- 
related  conflicts  (forage  utilization,  nest  trampling)  would  be  eliminated. 
Improved  riparian  habitat  and  water  quality  would  benefit  fisheries, 
waterfowl,  furbearers,  and  other  species  which  utilize  these  areas. 
Initially,  population  increases  would  be  expected  for  most  species.  Over  the 
long  term,  though,  some  species  would  decline  in  population  because  of  various 
habitats  becoming  overgrown  and  choked  with  dense  vegetation.  This  results  in 
less  productive  habitat  and  less  desirable  nesting  sites  (for  waterfowl, 
long-billed  curlews,  western  burrowing  owls). 

Increases  of  ten  percent  in  fishing,  five  percent  in  upland  game  hunting, 
and  five  percent  in  mule  deer  hunting  would  occur  in  recreation  visitor  day 
numbers.  More  visual  diversity  and  contrast  would  result  under  this  alter- 
native, but  no  VRM  class  changes  are  anticipated.  No  livestock-related 
impacts  on  cultural    resource  sites  would  occur. 

Rancher  income,  over  the  long  term,  would  be  -$540,000.  Net  present  worth 
changes  in  regional  income  would  be  -$6.4  mil  lion.  Thirty-five  jobs  would  be 
lost  over  the  long  term.  A  reduced  sense  of  social  well  being  would  occur  in 
the  ranching  community  with  many  ranchers  having  to  seek  outside  employment  to 
subsidize  income,  consolidate,  or  sell. 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  ON  THE  DRAFT 


The  Twin  Falls  Livestock  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft  was 
filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  released  to  the  public  on 
January  26,  1982.  An  Addendum  correcting  a  number  of  errors  in  the  Draft  EIS 
was  released  to  the  public  on  February  16,  1982.  The  public  review  period 
ended  March  26,  1982. 

A  public  hearing  on  the  draft  was  held  on  February  25,  1982,  at  the  Twin 
Falls  City  Hall.  The  hearing  was  attended  by  50  people,  23  of  whom  presented 
oral  testimony  on  the  adequacy  of  the  DEIS.  BLM  responses  to  the  substantive 
portions  of  this  testimony  are  presented  in  this  final. 

Approximately  450  draft  statements  were  distributed  for  review.  From  this 
review  a  total  of  55  letters  were  received.  All  letters  have  been  reproduced 
in  this  final,  with  each  substantive  comment  identified  and  numbered.  BLM 
responses  immediately  follow  each  of  the  letters. 

In  most  cases,  only  comments  pertaining  to  the  adequacy  of  the  DEIS--the 
analysis  as  distinct  from  the  actions  analyzed—are  formally  answered  in  this 
document,  but  all  comments  will  be  taken  into  account  when  it  comes  time  to 
make  final  decisions  regarding  rangeland  management  in  the  Twin  Falls  EIS  area. 

An  Errata  Sheet  found  at  the  back  of  this  document  specifies  text  changes 
resulting  from  public  and  internal  review  of  this  document. 
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COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


lS^rOOR,:vT^VJNT   R.-A 


February  6,  1982 

Mr.  Nick  Cemakos 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagmmant, 
Route  3,  Box  1» 
Barley,  Id  83318 

Dear  Nleki 

I  wieh  to  coaaend  you  on  the  effort  you  have  put  forth  on  the  Twin  Palls 
Grazing  EIS.      I   believe   several    specific   points  nerlt  coanent. 

The  BIS  has  been  scaled  down  so  that  It  does  not  Intimidate   the  reader. 
Although  containing  fever     pages  than  past  SIS's,  I  have  found  sufficient 
Information  on  biologic,  social  and  econoalc  factors  to  enable  an  adequate 
evaluation  of  the  aerlts  of  each  of  the  alternatives, 

I  find  that  Alternative  A  (Proposed  Action)  does  a  good  job  of  balancing  the 
need  to  protect  the  soil  and  vegetation  resource  with  the  social  and  economic 
needs  of  livestock  operators.     This  aultlple  use  approach  enhances  all 
resources  while  adding  to  the  stability  of  the  County's  agricultural  base. 

I  note  froa  Table  2-3*  Alternative  A,   that  the  proposed  long-term  forage 
allocation  for  seven  allotments  is  below  the  six  year  average  licensed  use 
level.     Although  these  seven  allotments  contain  less  than  one  percent  of  the 
total  forage  that  would  be  allocated  over  the  long  tern,  seven  livestock 
permittees  and  their  families  would  b»  adversely  affected.     Considering  this 
Impact  on  people,  I  urge  the  Bureau  to  explore  all  possibilities  of  gaining 
additional  AUMs  from  new  land  treatments  and  rangeland  projects  In  these 
seven  allotments. 

In  conclusion,  I  feel  you  should  be  commended  both  for  providing  an  informative 
yet  less  formidable  document,  and  for  saving  the   taxpayer  considerable  money 
through  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  pages. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  draft  environmental  statement. 

Sincerely  yours, 


^^ 'Wfrityv} 


(mrk  Moorman  ' 


CO 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 


709  Wife  Budding,  1000  W tmoni 


-lmgton,  0  C    20005  •   202  /J47-1 


DANK  I  A    P( 

I    R    |AHN 

I    I    WIIUAMSON 
IACKS    PARKIR 

Mr.    Nick 

James 

Coz 

akos 

District 

Manager 

Bureau   o 
Route   3, 
Bur ley, 

r    Land 
Box    1 

[3aho 

Management 
B331S 

February  25,  1982 


Dear  Mr.  Cozakos : 

The  Wildlife  Management  Institute  is  pleased  to  comment  on  TWIN  FALLS, 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT,  DRAFT;  Idaho. 

2.1  |      The  plan  is  not  satisfactory  for  wildlife.   Wildlife  provisions  are  minimal 

and  do  not  change  present  degradations  of  critical  habitat  such  as  winter  range  or 
riparian  zones  to  any  degree.  Worse,  they  do  not  even  describe,  let  alone  correct, 
the  damages  done  to  wildlife  habitat  by  the  tremendous  seedings  done  in  an  attempt 
to  control  sugar  beet  leaf  hopper. 

This  planning  unit  now  has  103, 834  acres  in  crested  wheat  grass,  mostly  very 
large  blocks  on  the  north  and  west  sides.   This  is  46.5  percent  of  the  unit. 
Additional  treatment  and  seeding  (13,554  acres)  will  bring  the  total  to  52.5  percent. 
This  is  the  largest  mono-culture  we  have  yet  seen  and  is  quite  unacceptable  for 
wildlife.   Instead  of  increasing  the  so-called  "Mid-Grass  (seeding),"  efforts  should 
be  under  way  to  create  some  diversity  within  the  unit  to  meet  FLPMA  requirements. 
The  above  data  are  buried  in  the  text  and  maps.   A  forthright  history  of  past 
management  should  be  included  in  the  impact  statement . 

The  plan  starts  off  with  a  5  percent  livestock  increase.  Only  7  percent 
(to  be  fenced)  of  the  riparian  zones  will  improve,  yet  the  text  describes  the 
adverse  effects  of  grazing  on  the  riparian  zones  very  well. 

2.2  I  No  effort  is  made  to  improve  diversity;  on  the  contrary,  water  developments 
land  seedings  will  spread  livestock  to  areas  presently  ungrazed  and  thus  decrease 
(overall  diversity. 

2.3  |      Winter  ranges  will  be  even  more  abused.   Thirty  percent  of  critical  deer 

winter  range  is  scheduled  for  spraying.   (p.  78)   In  addition,  livestock  will  use 
1 20  percent  of  the  remaining  winter  range  shrubs,  (p.  9) 

2.4  j      We  assume  that  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  furnished  the  long  range  forage  allocation 

for  wildlife.   It  seems  very  low  to  us,  and  should  be  increased  if  proper  diversity 
1  is  provided . 


DEDICATED  TO  WILDLIFE  SINCE   7977 


Mr.  Nick  James 


February  25,  1982 


This  is  truly  a  livestock  grazing  plan  with  only  token  recognition  of  wildlife. 
It  continues  the  past  emphasis  on  livestock  and  agriculture,  rather  than  correcting 
past  errors  by  vegetative  habitat  improvement. 

Some  specific  comments  follow: 

p.  IV.   Seven  percent  of  the  riparian  area  will  be  improved  by  fencing; 
(p.  6)  the  remainder  will  be  "maintained."  This  is  not  satisfactory  management  of 
habitat  that  is  becoming  one  of  the  major  conservation  issues. 

p.  11.   What  is  the  total  cost  of  these  livestock  improvements?  How  much  will 
grazing  fees  and  taxes  return  to  the  U.S.  Treasury? 

p.  37,  Watershed.   This  is  a  good  description  of  what  happens  to  riparian  zones 
that  are  grazed  by  livestock.   Why  not  do  something  about  it;  fence  or  make  occasional 
use  riparian  pastures?  On  page  61  (first  paragraph)  under  the  preferred  alternative, 
it  is  stated,  "The  proposed  increase  in  allowable  livestock  use  would  overshadow  these 
factors,  thus  increasing  livestock  use  on  riparian  areas,  resulting  in  their  acceler- 
ated degradation."  How  does  this  reconcile  with  "maintain"  riparian  on  p.  6? 

p.  61.   Condition  will  not  change. 

p.  67.   There  will  be  little  change  in  trend. 

2.5  I      All  of  these  factors  show  the  overall  detrimental  effects  far  outweigh  any 
(cont.)  good  effects  for  wildlife.   Coupled  with  past  massive  mono-culture  of  crested  wheat 
land  no  corrective  action,  the  effects  on  wildlife  are  devastating. 

We  urge  a  complete  revision  of  this  plan  to  meet  FLPMA,  Department  Regulations, 
and  to  conform  to  the  land  management  standards  of  the  late  20th  century. 

These  remarks  have  been  coordinated  with  William  B.  Morse,  the  Institute's 
Western  Representative. 


<(JkotUg. 


l*£<£fc+e* 


Daniel   A.    Poole 
President 


Response  to   Letter   No.   2 


2.1  The  Twin  Falls   Livestock   Grazing  Environmental    Impact   Statement   is  not  a 
plan.      It    is   only  the  grazing   portion   of   a    larger  multiple   use   plan 
developed   for  the   Twin  Falls   Planning   Unit.     A  number  of  additional 
wildlife  recommendation*  which  do  not   affect  or  are  not  affected  by  the 
grazing  management   program  are  included  in  the  multiple  use  plan. 

2.2  Efforts  to  improve  wildlife  species  diversity  will   be  done  by  spreading 
out  the  water  sources,  both  livestock  and  wildlife  waters,  to  areas  where 
water  is  not   presently  available. 

Through  proper  planning  of  vegetative  treatments,  the  increased  edge 
effect,  leave  areas  and   seed  mixtures  which   include  a  variety  of  grasses, 
forbs  and  shrubs,  will    help  to  increase  both  wildlife  and  vegetative 
species  diversity. 

2.3  Page   78,   paragraph  5,   states  that   seven  percent   (corrected   from  30 
percent   in  the  Addendum  distributed  February   16,   1982)   of  critical  mule 
deer  range   is   scheduled   for  chemical    spraying.     This  includes  both 
critical    summer  and  critcal   winter  ranges.      Paragraph   3  states  that   in 
the  short   term,  proposed  manipulations  would  adversely  affect  approxi- 
mately seven  percent  of  critical  mule  deer  winter  range.      Pages  75  and  7fi 
further  discuss  grazing  on  critical   mule  deer  range. 

Any  grazing   systems   for  domestic   livestock  on  mule  deer  winter  ranges 
would  be  set  up  to  limit   livestock   utilizaiton  of  important  winter   forage 
shrubs  to   less  than   20  percent  of  the  annual    growth.     Allowing   livestock 
utilization  of   important  winter   forage  shrubs  can  increase  the  vigor  and 
production  of  browse   species,  particularly  if  the  utilization  occurs   in 
the  late  spring  and  early  summer   (Jensen  et  al .    1974,   Smith  and   Doell 
1968).      By    limiting    utilization   to    less   than   20  percent   of   the  annual 
growth,  an  ample   forage  supply  is  assured   for  the  mule  deer  population  in 
these  critical    winter  ranges.     The  key  shrub   in  the  EIS  area  is 
bitterbrush. 

2.4  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  cooperatively  furnished  present  and  future  big  game 
population  numbers  by  allotment.  Forage  allocation  was  then  determined 
as   follows: 

800  Pounds  of   Forage  Consumed   Per  Month  for  Cattle  .   5  Mule  Deer/AUM 
150  Pounds  of   Forage  Consumed   Per  Month  for  Mule   Deer 

Deer  Months  =   Number  of   Deer  Per  Season   X  Season   Length  in  Months 

No.  of   AUMs  Required   for  Deer  =   N0*  of  Deer  Month 


5   Deer/AUM 


800  Pounds  =  1  AUM 


2.5  As  stated  in  2.1,  this  is  only  a  portion  of  a  larger  multiple  use  plan 
which  contains  a  number  of  additional  recommendations  to  improve  wildlife 
habitat.  Numerous  wildlife  and  livestock  waters,  in  addition  to  those 


already  constructed,   are  proposed  for  areas  presently  without  a  water 
supply.     Wildlife  will   be  able  to  utilize  all   these  sources.     Forage  is 
being  allocated  to  meet  wildlife  needs  for  projected  big  game  populations 
(ig90)   determined  by  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game.     All   proposed  treatment 
areas  where  seeding  is  proposed  will   include  a  seed  mixture  appropriate 
to  meet  both  livestock  and  wildlife  needs.      In  addition,  Alternative  D 
was  designed  to  maximize  non-livestock  values  without  complete  disruption 
of  the  livestock   industry. 

The  proposed  costs  of  all   developments  are  identified  in  several   tables 
found  in  Chapter  2.     These  figures  are  summarized  in  Table  2-14.     An 
analysis  of  the  local   economic   impact  of  these  expenditures  is  shown  in 
Chapter  4  -  Environmental   Consequences,  on  pages  96-100.     Further 
analysis  of  the  national   economic  effects  has  been  reserved  for  the 
benefit/cost  analysis  of  each  proposed  Allotment  Management  Plan   (or 
individual   projects).     These  plans  will   be  developed,  as  appropriate, 
following  the  final   decisons  on  rangeland  management  in  the  EIS  area. 

Currently,   a  small   amount  (18  enclosures  containing  less  than  ten 
percent)   of  riparian  vegetation  is  fenced   (wildlife  enclosures,   study 
plots,  etc.).     An  additional    seven  percent  of   the  riparian  vegetation  in 
the  EIS  area  is  to  be  fenced  under  the  Proposed  Action.     Also,   a  signifi- 
cant amount  of  the  riparian  vegetation  occurs   in  allotments  proposed  for 
grazing  mangement  system  implementation.     Following  the   final    decision  on 
rangeland  management  in  the  EIS  area,  a  monitoring  plan  will   be  developed 
and  implemented  to  monitor  the  condition  of  riparian  zones  throughout  the 
EIS  area.     If  conditions  do  not  improve  under  the  management  approach 
identified  in  the  final   decision,   then  additional   measures  (i.e., 
fencing,   initiation  of  occasional   use  areas)  may  be  required.     According 
to  the  EIS   (p.   60),   the   impact  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  riparian 
vegetation  is:   "Included  with  the  Proposed  Action  are  10.9  miles  of 
fencing  which  would  protect  35.5  acres  of  riparian  vegetation  from 
livestock  use.     The  remaining  445.5  acres  of   such  vegetation  would 
continue  to  be  adversely  affected  by  heavy  livestock   grazing  and 
trampling.     Grazing  management  systems  would  reduce  the  impacts  somewhat, 
but  livestock  would  still    tend  to  congregate   in  and  around  riparian 
zones." 


John  V    Fvans.  Governor 
Daniel  T    Emborg,  AJniinmratnr 
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Stale  Capilol  Buildme 
Bone. Idaho    83720 


DIVISION  OF  ECONOMIC  AND  COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS 


February  26,    19  82 


Nick  James  Cozakos 
District  Manager 
Burley  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3,  Box  1 
Burley,  Idaho   83318 

Dear  Mr.  Cozakos: 

The  Idaho  State  Clearinghouse  has  completed  its  review 
on  the  TWIN  FALLS  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT  -  SAI  #00126540.   The  following  agenices  were 
contacted  for  their  review  and  comment: 

Region  IV  Development  Association 
Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Idaho  Historical  Society 
Department  of  Lands 
Department  of  Water  Resources 

At  the  time  of  sign-off,  comments  have  not  been  recieved 
from  the  reviewing  agencies.   All  late  comments  will  be 
forwarded  to  your  agency. 

Thank  you  for  letting  us  assist  you  with  the  review 
of  this  project.   If  you  have  any  questions,  do  not 
hesitate  to  contact  either  myself  or  Lois  Wade  at 
208-334-4718. 

Sincerely, 


Gloria  Mabbutt,  Coordinator 
Idaho  State  Clearinghouse 


IDAHO 
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Room   345 

304    North  8th   Street 

Boise,    Idaho   83702 


/SA*c«    3,  t9S>. 


March    3,    19C2 


Mr.    Mike  Haasc 

Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land   Management 

Route    3,    Box    1 

Burley,  Idaho  S3313 


Dea 


Mr.  Ha 


Thank   you    for    the   opportunity    to    review   the   Twin    Foils   Crazing    Envir 
Impact    Statement.       It    is    unfortunate    that    an    addendum  was    necessary 
made    review  of    the   document    somewhat   difficult    and    time   consuming. 

Our  only  comment  would  be    that    riparian  habitat    is   extremely    Import a 
many   species  of  wildlife   and  also    for  water   quality.      These   areas    mu 
ceive   management    consistent   with   meeting   these   needs.      This    is    true 
tive  of    the   alternative   selected. 
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We   agree  with  your    proposal    t 
cooperative,    coordinated  appr 


elop    integrated    ranch    plans    through 


We   commend   you  on   many  of   your  objectives.      The 
they  are    to  be  met    in    the    specified    time    frame. 
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Amos  I.  Carri 

State  Conservationist 
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rtarch  lu,    1982 


Bureau  of  Land   Management 
Burley  District  Office 
<oute    1,    Box   1 
Burley.    ID     83319 

Attention:       >cott   Anderson 

Magic  .<ejource   /trea  wlanager 

Dear  ,jir  and   any  Concerned   i-erdonnel: 

My  complementj  and    sympathy   on  all   the   */ork   that  has   gone    into 
the  environmental    Impact    jtatement   Draft  we   have   received. 

I   feel   in  reading   the    different   proposals   that  you  have   offered 
fair   condideration   to   both   livestock  and    sportsmen. 

I  approve  of  your   proposed   action  A  or   3.      However   in   these 

proposals    it  appears   there   are    some  plans    indicated   that  would 

mean  more   personnel  and   the   fencing  of    fifth   fork  which   I 
am  opposed    of. 

I  would    like    to   see   the   turnout   date   not  be  a   hard  and   fast   rule, 
but  a   time,   after    inspection,    that  showj    the   grass  and  water  are 
available   for   the   cattle.      The   feed   depends   so   much  on  the  weather 
both  spring  and    fall.      I   realize   numbers   cannot  be    juggled    from 
year   to  year  but   ti.ne  and    use   can. 

6,2  1 1   question  archeological   sites   on  the   B.L.jA.    as    the    Indians   camped 
| hunted   and    lived   on  the   entire  area. 

Thank  you  for   the   opportunity   to   express   my  opinions. 
\e spectfully , 


Response  to  Letter  No.   6 


6.1  Turnout  dates  are  not  now  nor  will   they  in  the  future  be  "hard  and  fast." 

6.2  While  It  1s  true  that  the  Indians  utilized  the  entire  E1S  area,   the 
evidence  of  this  utilization  1s  not  evenly  distributed  over  the 
landscape.     Areas  of  transient  use  are  not  recorded  as  cultural    resource 
sites  and  are  not  set  aside  for  protection.   Discrete  areas  of  concen- 
trated use  are  recorded  as  cultural    resouce  sites  and  are  afforded 
protection  under  various  laws  and  regulations.     Since  a  large  number  of 
cultural    resource  sites,   both  historic  and  prehistoric,   have  been 
destroyed  over  the  years,   it  1s   important  to  protect  those  remaining  on 
the  publ 1c   lands. 


Charlotte   Crockett 
vancher 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
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1202-03(PNR-E) 
DES-82/2 


March  11.   1982 


NATIONAL   !'AKK   SERVICE 

Pidffc  Northwest  Region 

Wesi.n  Building.  Ro-.m  1420 

2001  Sixth  Avenue 
Seattle.  Washington  9KI21 


To:  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Burley  District 

Attention:     Scott  Anderson,  Magic  Resource  Area  Manager 

From:  Regional  Director,  Pacific  Northwest  Region 

Subject:     Review  of  Twin  Falls  Livestock  Grazing  Draft  Environmental 

Impact  Statement,   (DEIS),  Twin  Falls  County,   Idaho     (DES-82/2) 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  and  believe  that  recreation  resources 
are  satisfactorily  addressed.     However,  we  do  have  comments  on  cultural 
resources. 


Response  to   Letter   No.    7 


Until    intensive  evaluations  of  the  cultural    resource  sites   in  the  EIS 
area  are  made,  no  definitive  statement  of   National    Register  eligibility 
can  be  made.      Evaluations  would  generally  include  an  assessment  of  not 
only  the  surface  remains,  but  also  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  subsurface 
remains.     Until    such  time  as  these  evaluations  are  conducted  and 
definitive   statements  can  be  made,   it  must  be  assumed  that  the  sites 
possess   information   Important  to  history  or  prehistory  and  are  thus 
eligible   for  inclusion   in  the  National    Register. 

The  discussed   impacts  to  cultural    resource  site  are  in  the  form  of 
generalized  trampling   impacts   projected   from  increased  stocking  rates. 
The  exact   location  and  extent  of  these  projected,  generalized   impacts  Is 
impossible  to  determine.     There  are  few,   if  any,  steps  that  can  be  taken 
to  anticipate  and  mitigate  these   impacts.     Removal    of  all   cattle   from  the 
rangelands,   protection  of  sites  by  fencing  or  burial,  or  salvage  of  the 
information  contained   in  the  sites  are  all   possibilities.     However, 
efforts   1n  these  directions  are  not  realistic.     Specific,   project-related 
impacts  can  and  will    be  mitigated,  as  pointed  out  on  pages   11  and  96. 
Rerouting   pipelines,   springhead    fencing,   and   ground   stabilization  are 
examples  of  mitigating  measures  that  will   be  used  on  a  project-specific 
basis.      In  some  Instances,  such  as  springhead   fencing,   project  work  may 
even   lead  to  beneficial    Impacts. 


The  DEIS  states  that  138  cultural   resource  sites  have  been  identified  in 
the  affected  area,  and  that  none  of  them  are  now  listed  in  the  National 
.Register  of  Historic  Places.     There  is  no  indication,  however,  whether 
these  sites  might  be  eligible  for  the  Register. 

In  addition,   the  DEIS  indicates  that  if  the  preferred  alternative  1s 
selected,  91  percent  of  the  known  cultural   resource  sites  would  be 
adversely  affected.     The  DEIS  includes  no  proposals  for  mitigating  these 
impacts. 

These  concerns  and  others  must  be  addressed  1n  compliance  with  36  CFR  800 
Preservation  of  Historic  and  Cultural   Properties.     This  compliance 
process  should  begin  as  early  as  possible  in  the  planning  stages  of  any 
Federal   project. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Daniel   J.   Totrin,  J 


U.  S.      ENVIRONMENTAL      PROTECTION      AGENCY 
REGION     X 
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Scott  Anderson,   Magic  Resource  Area  Manager 

Bur  ley  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Route  3  Box   1 

Bur  ley,   Idaho    8331c 

Dear  Mr.   Anderson: 

Twin  Falls  Grazing  EIS   -   Draft 

The  Region  10  office  of  the  Environmental   Protection  Agency  has  reviewed 
the  subject  DEIS.      It  is  a  well  written,  well   organized  document   that 
examines  a  reasonable  set  of  alternative  methods  for  achieving  a  balance 
among  the  area's  resource  demanus.     Tne  proposer*  ranqeland  manaqement 
program  incorporates  many  of  the  practices  recommended  in  a  .joint  EPA/BLM 
publication,   Livestock   Grazing  Management  and  Water  Quality  Protection 
(November   1979),  and  should  lead  to   improved  water  quality  in  the  EIS 
area.      Fecal  coliform  problems  will   persist,  however,  and  mav  still 
reflect  a  potential  health  hazard  to  recreationists   in  the  area.     More 
attention  to  this  proolem  would  enhance  the  quality  of   the   Final   EIS. 

Table  4-2  indicates  that  even  with  the  proposed  rangeland  management 
proqran  fecal  colifonn  levels  will  exceed   Idano  state  standards   in  at 
least  twelve  perennial   streams.      Elsewnprp   in  the  text   (p. 33)   it  states 
that  temperature  standards  >ire  currently  exceeded  in  six  streams  and, 
under  the  preferred  alternative,   this  trend  could  continue   (p. Sri).     Better 
definition  of   this  water  quality  problem  would  help  to  assess   the  health 
risk  to  local  recreationists  and  aquatic  life.      The  most   important 
information  tnat  snoulu  be  provided  in  the   Final  EIS,   is  how  far 
downstream  tne  fecal  coliform  and  temperature  problems  persist.     Other 
seemingly  critical   information  would  include: 

o  downstream  water  uses 

o  areas  of  hi  guest  recreational  use 

o  occurrence  of  any  known  pathogens 

o  dissolved  oxygen  levels 


8.1 
(cont.) 
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o         Highest  and  average  fecal   coliform  and  temperature   levels   (    in 
relation  to  standards) 

o         details  of  the  proposed  water  quality  monitoring  program  (e.g., 
sample  points,  methods,   frequency  and  parameters) 

Insofar  as  little  documentation  exists  to  show  the  water  quality  benefits 
of   the  measures  included  in  the  proposed  alternative   (p. 54),   EPA  would 
appreciate  receiving  periodic  updates  on  the  results  of  the  monitoring 
program.     These  may  be  referred  to  Mr.   Ray  Peterson  in  EPA  Region   10's 
Environmental   Services   Division  at  the  above  address   (telephone  FTS 
399-1  193  or  206-44  2-1193}.      Such  data  would  be  most  helpful    in  EPA's  con- 
tinuing water  quality  planning  activities.      In  the  interim,  areas  of  high 
recreational  use  should  be  posted  to  discourage  the  public   from  drinking 
surface  waters  unless  boiled  for  at  least  ten  minutes. 

One  other  area  that  should  receive  some  attention  in  the  Final  EIS  in- 
volves other  types  of  farming  in  the  area.  Certain  fruit  and  vegetable 
crops,  including  grapes  and  tomatoes,  are  highly  susceptible  to  damage 
from  the  herbicide  2,4-D.  If  any  such  crops  are  grown  in  the  EIS  area 
they  should  be  identified  and  steps  should  be  taken  to  insure  that  spray 
drift  will  not  reach  them.  Also,  BLM  should  use  a  low  volatile  form  of 
2,4-D  which  has  a  lower  air  qual ity  impact,  in  general ,  than  the  more 
volati le  forms. 

EPA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  this  EIS.     It  has  been  rated 
LO-2  (LO   -  lack  of  objections,   2   *  more  information  requested).     We  would 
be  glad  to  discuss  our  concerns  and  suggestions  with  you  and  your  staff. 
To  arrange  such  discussions  you  should  contact  Mr.   Dick   Thiel,  our  Envi- 
ronmental  Evaluation  Branch  Chief,  at  (FTS)  399-1266. 

Sincerely, 


$Jf 


'John  R.  Spencer 
Regiona  1    Administrator 


Response  to  Letter   Ho.   R 


8.1  Precise  quantification  of  the  extent  to  which  downstream  fecal   coliform 
and   temperature  problems  persist  would  be  difficult   to  assess  with  our 
existing  public   land  sampling  data. 

Although  interpolations  might  be  made  from  existing  data   (Twin  Falls  Unit 
Resource  Analysis,   Table   .45A7d),  there  would  be  no  way  to  assess  the 
Influence  that  private  land  uses  have  on  these  streams  once  they  leave 
public  land,  unless  additional    sample   stations  were  put    in  on  private 
land.     On  streams  where  State  of   Idahhao  water  quality  standards  for 
temperature  and  bacteria  levels  are  exceeded  on  public  land,   it  can  be 
assumed  that  standards  are  exceeded  when  the  stream  leaves  public   land 
boundaries   (If  a  sample   station  was  not   located   at  this  boundary). 
However,  the  magnitude  of  and  distance  which  the  standards  are  exceeded 
can  only  be  accurately  assessed  with  additional    sampling  downstream  from 
public  land. 

Downstream  water  use  consists  predominantly  of  Irrigated  agriculture. 
The  area  receiving  the  highest  amount  of  recreational   use  is  the  Salmon 
Falls  Dam  Recreation  Site.     Additional   recreational   use  occurs  along 
Shoshone  Creek  and  both  above  and  below  Salmon  Dam.     Dissolved  oxygen 
levels  are  listed  in  Table   .45A7d  of  the  Twin  Falls  URA.     All   stream 
sample  stations  showed  dissolved  oxygen  levels  that  met   State  of   Idaho 
standards.     The  highest  and  average   fecal   coliform  and  temperature 
levels,  1n  relation  to  standards,  are  Indicated  on  Tables   .45A7c(l)  and 
.45A7d  of  the  watershed  portion  of  the  Twin  Falls  URA.     Details  of  the 
proposed  water  quality  monitoring  program  will   appear  at  a  later  date  1n 
the  monitoring  plan. 

8.2  The  EPA  will   be  put  on  our  mailing  11st  to  receive  results  of  our  water 
quality  monitoring  program. 

8.3  The  types  of   farm  crops  grown   in  the  EIS  area   include  wheat,  sugar  beets, 
potatoes,  alfalfa,  peas,  corn,  oats,  and  barley.     Neither  grapes  nor 
tomatoes  are  grown  commercially  1n  the  EIS  area.     Should  an  alternative 
be  chosen  in  which  the  spraying  of  2,4-D  1s  used  as  a  tool    in  range 
management,  an  Environmental   Assessment  (EA)  would  be  prepared  on  each 
project  area  prior  to  implementation.     Such  an  EA  would  address  volatile 
spray  drift  Impacts  and  recommend  appropriate  mitigations  to  reduce  air 
quality  impacts. 


Summary  of  Water  Quality  Criteri 
and  State  of  Idaho  Standards 


Cateqory 

Parameter 

Criteria 

Use 

Temperature 

Temperature  0°C 

13*  max. 

SP 

average  daily  9» 

Dissolved 

Oxygen 

Concentration 

6  mg/1  min. 

CB 

Percent  Saturation 

90%  saturation  min. 

CB 

PH 

PH 

6.5  min.   9.0  max. 

CB 

Bacteria 

Fecal  Coliform 

50/100  ml 

PCB 

Trophic 

Nitrate 

.30  mq/l-N  max. 

CB 

Total  Phosphorus 

.05  mg/l-P  max. 

CB 

Ortho-Phosphorus 

.025  mg/l-P  max. 

CB 

Total  Ammonia 

.20  mg/l-N  max. 

CB 

Total 

.04  mg/1-unlonired  ma 

K.      CB 

Aesthetic 

Tubidity 

25  JTU  max. 

Solids 

Suspended  Solids 
or  Sediment 

80  mg/1  max. 

CB 

Dissolved  Solids 

500  mg/1  max. 

I 

Conductivity 

750  micromhos  max. 

I 

Alkalinity 

600  mg/1  max. 

I 

Inorganic 

Toxicity 

cadmium 

10  ug/1  nmx. 

D 

chromium 

50  ug/1  max. 

D 

copper 

20  ug/1  max. 

CB 

lead 

30  ug/1  max. 

CB 

mercury 

.2  ug/1  tux. 

CB 

zinc 

100  ug/1  max. 

CB 

boron 

750  ug/1  max. 

I 

The 


ost  restrictive  standard  is  listed 


SP  ■  Salmonid  Spawning 

CB  -  Cold  Water  Biota 

I    -  Irrigation 

D   ■  Domestic 

PCR  -  Primary  Contact  Recreatio 


.45A7d 


Water  Quality  Sample  Stations 


Stream 
Site 


Sampling 
Period 


Specific 
CFS       Conductance 


H20# 
pH*  Temp. 


Dissolved 
0?mq/l  e 


Hard- 
ness 


\folitile 
Non- 
Filterable 


Non- 
Filter-  -Filter- 
able   able 
Residue  Residue 


Fecal  $ 
Coliform 
t/100  ml. 


Snake  River 
Near  Bur ley 

Fifth  Fork 
Rock  Creek 


Winter 
Summer 


Summer 
Fall 


2.2 


150 
160 


7.7 
8.9 


8.5 
7.9 


0° 
22° 


21 
19 


13.4 
9.3 


7.7 
7.""5 


70 
74 


<2 
<2 


low 


120 
141 


0 
24 


3 
60 


210 

0 


Lower  McMullen  Creek 


Summer 
Fall 


.72 
.55 


90 
90 


7.7 
6.6 


19 
12 


8.5 
8.6 


29 

34 


11 
<2 


103 
117 


<2 


Upper  McMullen  Creek 


Spring 
Summer 


4.7 
.84 


85 


7.6 
8.0 


8"c 

19 


22 

28 


99 

108 


10 
50 


2 
67 


Cottonwood  Creek 

downstream  from  USFS 

Green  Creek 

USFS  &  BLM  Border 

Upper  Deep  Creek 


Spring 
Summer 

Spring 
Summer 

Spring 
Summer 


1.9 
3.1 


.71 
.0001 


.034 
.02 


117 
70 


48 

68/104 


82 

145 


7.0 

7.7 


6.5 
3.4 


7.4 
6.5 


8.0 
21 


7.0 
19 


13 
IS 


9.9 
7.2 


9.3 

7.95 


8.2 
9.4 


24 


20 
32 


36 
56 


<2 

4 


<2 
C  .2 


126 
109 


114 
117 


108 
160 


106 
14 


4 
72 


4 

21 


3 
110 


<1 
36,000 


210 
15 


Lower  Cottonwood  Creek 
Deep  Creek  tributary 

Upper  Cottonwood  Creek 


Spring 


Spring 
Summer 


.  ;81 
.18 


.75 
.32 


80 
99 


78 
78 


7.6 

7.6 


7.4 
7.9 


9.5 

14.5 


7.0 
14 


9.2 
8.4 


10.0 
8.4 


32 
36 


34 

40 


2 

10 


3 
10 


116 
118 


115 
119 


28 

40 


16 
19 


<1 

87 


<1 
117 


Upper  Shoshone  Creek 
Site  A 

Shoshone  Creek 
Site  B 

Big  Creek 

Horse  Creek 
Below  Dam 

Hot  Creek  (mouth  of) 

Shoshone  Creek 
Below  Hot  Creek 

Shoshone  Creek 
Site  D 

Shoshone  Creek 
Site  E 

Shoshone  Creek 
Site  F 

Upper  Mule  Creek 


Lower  Mule  Creek 


Twin  Springs 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 
Below  Fish  barrier 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 
Above  Dam 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 
Below  Dam 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 
Near  Sec.  18 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 
at  Lilly  Grade 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 
Near  Banbury 


Spring 
Summer 

Spring 
Summer 

Spring 

Spring 
Summer 

Spring 


1.1 

2.1 

2.7 
.05 

2.82 


37 
155 


38 

160 


112 


300 
210 


241 


7.2 
8.1 


7.2 
8.0 


7.0 


7.8 
9.9 


8.1 


5° 
18.5 


7° 
22 


15 
22 


18 


9.2 
6.5 


9.1 
7.2 


7.3 
10.  8 


9.1 


16 
60 


Spring 
Summer 

8.0 

42 
190 

7.3 
8.4 

7.5 
22 

10 
11.2 

Spring 
Summer 

19 

43 

180 

7.3 

7.1 

6 

18.5 

10.6 
7.5 

Spring 
Summer 

11 

48 
180 

7.3 
8.4 

6.2 
19 

9.2 

7.2 

Spring 
Summer 

8.3 

51 
170 

7.5 
8.5 

10 
15 

9.3 
8.0 

Spring 
Summer 

.59 

.02 

59 
85 

6.8 
6.5 

10 
18 

8.1 

7.4 

Spring 
Summer 

.44 
.02 

18 
110 

7.6 
7.4 

16 
34 

8.1 
7.3 

Spring 

.07 

72 

6.8 

go 

8.2 

Spring 
Summer 

87 

7.35 

10 

9.2 

Spring 
Summer 

22 

89 
245 

7.4 
7.9 

9° 
19 

9.6 

7.5 

Spring 
Summer 

17 

89 

210 

7.4 
6.0 

9 
23 

9.6 

7.5 

Spring 
Summer 

6.35 

18 

145 
160 

8.4 
7.6 

9.5 

14 

11.4 
9.2 

Spring 
Summer 

6.12 
16 

158 
190 

7.6 

7.7 

8.3 
23 

9.4 
8.2 

Spring 
Summer 

0  0 
22 

620 
750 

8.3 
7.9 

19 
20 

9.5 

7.4 

118 

4 

64 

6 

94 

2 

22 

<2 

<2 

26 

4 

80 

<2 

34 

4 

89 

<2 

26 

4 

76 

12 

26 

<2 

11 

28 

3 

28 

12 

44 


48 

52 

94 

<2 

52 

27 

108 

8 

74 

6 

60 

6 

80 

7 

82 

<2 

82 

8 

80 

2, 

292 

8 

306 

9 

81 
150 


89 
163 


202 
180 


90 
151 


103 
146 


103 
141 


101 
151 


81 
105 


87 
89 


109 


119 
174 


131 
197 


140 
149 


139 
147 


142 
135 


516 
662 


38 
9 


21 
40 


46 
<2 


53 
<2 


50 

41 


<2 
22 


17 
32 


294 
94 


344 
10 


16 


18 

27 


40 
37 


39 

1,200 


26 
950 


<1 
120 


70 
10 


29 

20 


120,000 


<1 
20 


54 

0 


150 
0 


3 
<1 


2 
100 


<1 

120 


43 
31 


pH  for  aquatic  life  should  be  between  6.5-9.0. 


rf«ty 


#     Cold  water  fisheries  require  a  maximum  of  13°c.    for  spawningjnd  an  average  water  temperature  not  exceeding  19<>c. 

@     Dissolved  C&ygen  must  be  at   least  6  mq/1. 

$     Fecal  Coliform  cannot  exceed  50/100  ml  for  contact  recreation. 
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Route  3 

Jerome,  ID  83338 

11  March  1982 


Mr.  Nick  Cozakos 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3  Box  1 
Burley,  ID  83318 

Re:  Twin  Falls  Livestock  Grazing  EIS  Draft 

Dear  Mr.  Cozakos: 

I  have  reviewed  said  document.  Although  I  have  not  been  to  all  areas  covered 
by  this  EIS,  I  have  seen  a  substantial  number  of  them  in  the  past  few  years. 

Your  preferred  alternative  (Alternative  A)  is  unacceptable  to  me  and  I  urge 
you  to  reconsider  your  decision  and  select  an  alternative  which  portrays  a 
better  "land  ethic".  The  primary  reason  I  disagree  with  Alternative  A  is 
that  the  stated  objective  is  "to  prevent  deterioration  of  soil,  vegetation, 
and  related  resources"  (p.  5)  when  I  think  you  should  be  trying  to  improve 
soil,  riparian  areas,  etc.  From  what  I've  seen  in  the  area,  there  are  many 
places  where  soil  loss  is  too  high,  riparian  area's  are  severely  impacted, 
overgrazing  is  evident,  etc. 

I  also  have  doubts  about  your  being  able  to  meet  the  stated  objective  for 
Alternative  A  since  you  propose  a  substantial  increase  in  livestock  AUM's. 
My  impression  is  that  the  area  is  already  being  impacted  by  too  much  .livestock 
use.  Many  riparian  areas  I've  seen  are  in  deplorable  condition  and  any 
increase  in  AUM's  will  make  a  bad  situation  worse. 

Another  objection  I  have  to  Alternative  A  is  that  nearly  all  "improvements" 
are  for  livestock  (some  are  mistakenly  assigned  wildlife  benefits  when  I 
think  they  would  be  detrimental  or  neutral  to  wildlife).  You  are  also  pro- 
posing to  remove  brush  from  several  areas  which  I  know  are  important  mule 
deer  wintering  areas.  Brush  removal  on  such  areas  would  severely  impact  deer 
wintering  there.  Many  proposed  treatment  areas  are  also  Important  sage  grouse 
habitats.  Also  you  are  proposing  late  season  livestock  grazing  in  several 
allotments  where  deer  winter.  Important  wintering  areas  for  deer  should  not 
be  grazed  by  livestock  in  fall  or  winter.  I've  seen  heavy  use  of  shrubs  by 
cows  in  August  so  would  recommend  that  livestock  grazing  be  terminated  31  July 
on  major  deer  winter  ranges. 

Lastly,  Alternative  A  is  unacceptable  to  me  because,  as  you  correctly  state, 
"aquatic  wildlife  habitat  would  continue  to  be  adversely  affected,  because, 
under  the  Proposed  Action,  livestock  would  still  tend  to  heavily  utilize 
riparian  areas... and  streambank  erosion  would  continue"  (p.  84).  Riparian 
habitats  are  important  to  all  wildlife,  not  just  aquatic  animals,  in  this 


Nick  Cozakos 

Twin  Falls  Livestock  Grazing  EIS  Draft 

3/1 1/B2 
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sem1-ar1d  ecosystem.     You  also  note  that  several  "...species  associated  with 
riparian  areas  would  be  adversely  affected  by  concentrated  livestock  use" 
(P.  87). 

These  and  other  statements  and  proposals  in  this  EIS  clearly  demonstrate  that 
the  driving  force  behind  the  Proposed  Action  1s  livestock  and  that  wildlife 
and  other  values  do  not  receive  adequate  (fair)  consideration. 

Alternatives  8  and  C  are  unacceptable  for  many  of  the  same  reasons  given 
above.     Alternative  E  1s  really  not  a  viable  alternative. 

Thet  leaves  Alternative  D  as  the  only  one  I  could  support  because  1n  your 
words  the  objective  "...1s  to  maximize  non-livestock  uses  and  values. ..without 
complete  disruption  of  the  social  and  economic  conditions  associated  with 
livestock  husbandry  on  public  lands..."  (p.  24).     Alternative  D  demonstrates 
the  ."land  ethic"  appropriate  to  a  public  resource  management  agency  because 
toll  eretlon  would  be  reduced,  riparian  areas  would  receive  some  reprieve  from 
excessive  use.  habitat  diversity  would  Increase,  plant  vigor  would  Improve, 
and  land  treatments  which  produce  monotypes  would  be  curtailed.     Although 
Alternative  0  Is  batter  than  the  others,  1t  1s  not  Ideal.     For  example, 
livestock  use  would  still  occur  in  fall  on  some  deer  winter  ranges,  some 
Hearten  areas  would  still  be  severely  Impacted,  spring  grazlnq  would  still 
interfere  with  nesting  birds,  fawning  activities,  etc. 


»ry,  I  conclude  that  the  only  Alternative  covered  1n  this  EIS  which 
:s  anything  near  a  balanced  approach  to  multiple  use  management  1s 


In  >u 

presents  anything  imr  a  oauncea  opproacn  10  multiple  use  management  is 
Alternative  0.     Therefore,  I  urge  you  to  adopt  Alternative  D  as  your  Proposed 
Action  rather  than  Alternative  A. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Response  to  Letter  No.   10 


10.1  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  82  percent  of  the  critical  mule  deer  winter 
range  will   be  grazed  after  September  3Q.     The  livestock  utilization  of 
important  winter  forage  shrubs  would  be  limited  to  less  than  20  percent 
of  the  annual   growth  on  mule  deer  winter  ranges  under  the  Proposed 
Action,  regardless  of  when  said  utilization  occurs.     If  late  spring  or 
early  sumoer  utilization  occurs,  the  result  can  be  Increased  vigor  and 
production  of  the  important  winter  browse  species  (Jensen  et  al.  1974, 
Smith  and  Doell  1968).     And  by  limiting  yearly  livestock  utilization  of 
these  species  to  less  than  20  percent,  an  ample  forage  supply  1s  assured 
for  the  mule  deer  population  using  these  critical  winter  ranges. 


Carl  H.  Nellls 
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United  Slates  Department  of  the  Interior 


8UREAU  OF   RECLAMATION 

P«  UK    SutilllwiM    KK.KIN 

II  111  H  M     hi  IIIUM.    H-VIIII   Rill 


March   16,   1982 


u-tc   I,     "  >llistcr 

n  y.-U    ,   i     '  o     r.  „oi 
pel-    i  7,    L9C2 


Burley  District  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Burley,   Idaho 


Regional   Environmental   Officer,  Boise,   Idaho 


Subject:       BLM  Twin  Falls  Livestock  Grazing  Environmental    Impact 
Statement,   Idaho     (DES  82-3) 


The  subject  statement  has  been  reviewed  by  appropriate  members  of  our 
staff,  and  we  have  no  objections  to  the  content  of  the  document.     Please 
let  us  know  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  the  review  process. 


^/ax/ 


.ure?.u  0*:    ',rr>"    i  «n  'n  -   nt 
.loute  3,    Dir  1 

'  r'      -,    I    ■■'•■c  '  1  • 

tic:    t      ire: 

Is"    v'    p      t-'     >??.n  ?'■  Lis    '  ivcr  t  :c\.   ■'Ir'zin-    inv-.ronm -rt^l 
Im  r.:    >      -  'in-; 

T.vn-'   r  vier-e      t'  five   orcnonniR,   we    f  v-»r  Altcm- tive  A. 

iltr-rn.-'riv^    i  lp  n  lcic-.i    -.1.  'n   fir  us.      ?rovi.v'on>-  h-ve 

'""'"'    '      ■    "  ' '"    ,1l.i'-' !  ]     -"-.    i  i  ■■/cstoc'  . 


JtUf    f^L. 


Ociil   Jonas 
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March    16,    1982 


13.1    [previously-implemented   range    treatments   and  grazing   systems? 
(cont .) 


Nick  James  Cozakos,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3,  Box  1 
Burley,  Idaho   83318 


Dear  Mr.  Cozakost 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Twin  Falls  Draft 
Livestock  Grazing  EIS (Environmental  Impact  Statement).   Following 
are  comments  on  the  vegetation  section  of  the  EIS: 

l.-A  deficiency  exists  in  the  prediction  of  future  vegetation 
impacts  due  to  the  implementation  of  range  treatments  and  grazing 
systems  in  the  EIS  area  -  there  is  no  discussion  of  past  range 
treatments  and  grazing  systems.  A  logical  extension  of  the  results 
of  these  past  management  practices  in  the  EIS  area  could  be  used 
to  predict  future  impacts  under  similar  types  of  treatments  and 
systems.   According  to  page  24  of  the  EIS,  104,466  acres  of  public 
land  in  the  EIS  area  are  presently  under  either  a  rest- rotation 
or  deferred-rotation  grazing  system.   Page  69  of  the  EIS  indicates 
that  32,954  acres  of  treatments  currently  exist.  Please  discuss 
the  successes  and/or  failures  of  these  past  grazing  systems  and 
range  treatments  and  relate  them  to  the  prediction  of  impacts  for 
future  grazing  systems  and  treatments  in  chapter  4.   How  do  the 
experiences  of  these  past  grazing  systems  and  treatments  support  the 
predicted  vegetation  improvement  in  table  4.3  -  an  increase  of 
good  condition  range  of  200  percent  under  alternative  A  (21,434 
acres  to  42,917  acres))  and  table  4.4  -  an  increase  in  good  and 
excellent  condition  range  of  42  percent  (76,031  acres  to  108,165 
acres)?   Have  you  obtained  similar  long-term  results  from  your 


2. -I  am  concerned  over  the  validity  of  the  predicted  increases 
in  vegetation  condition  due  to  the  implementation  of  grazing 
systems.   The  use  of  rest-rotation  or  deferred-rotation  grazing 
systems  is,  as  you  know,  standard  in  most  BLM  districts,  and  in 
almost  every  EIS  they  are  presented  as  a  means  for  improving 
range  condition.   Your  EIS  cites  research  done  by  Gibbens  and 
Fisser,  1975  [l)*(p.  64)  and  Hormay,  1970  (2]  (p.  8)  in  supporting 
vegetation  improvement  due  to  grazing  systems  that  provide  relief 
from  continuous  use.   Additional  support  for  rest-rotation  and 
deferred-rotation  grazing  systems  often  comes  from  Hormay  and 
Talbot,  1961  [3J.   I  would  like  to  scrutinize  some  of  the  research 
that  provides  the  basis  for  the  theory  of  rest-rotation  grazing, 
Bince  it  is  so  universally  presented  in  the  BLM  as  improving 
range  condition, 

Hormay,  1961  13]  originally  presented  his  theory  of  rest  rotation 

grazing  from  studies  on  the  Harvey  Valley  cattle  allotment  on 

Lassen  National  Forest  in  Northeastern  California.   He  stated 

the  following! 

"  Selective  grazing,  therefore,  is  one  of  the  main 
causes  of  range  deterioration,  and  the  basic  problem 
is  to  change  the  grazing  pattern  so  that  palatable 
forage  species  can  be  maintained  on  the  most  heavily 
grazed  range  area.  .  .  Under  rest-rotation  grazing, 
stocking  is  based  on  the  production  and  use  of  herbage 
from  all  the  available  forage  species  and  not  on  the 
key  species  alone.   Under  this  system,  degree  of  use 
on  plants  does  not  have  the  same  importance  as  under 
continuous  seasonal  grazing,  because  grazing  is  limited 
to  a  comparatively  short  time  and  is  always  followed 
by  rest  planned  to  be  long  enough  to  overcome  the 
harmful  effects  of  grazing.  .  .  Further,  under  rest- 
rotation  grazing  little  attention  is  paid  to  classifying 

*  Numbers  in  brackets  refer  to  entries  in  the  bibliography. 
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plants  according  to  palatability  to  determine  forage 
production  and  stocking,  .  .  Species  rated  low  in 
palatability  are  often  grazed  as  closely  as  species 
rated  high.-   (pp.  32,  33-34)  "  Fairly  heavy  stocking 
is  desirable  in  re6t-rotation  grazing.  .  .  A  fairly 
high  stocking  rate  forces  greater  use  of  the  less 
palatable  forage  species  and  the  less  accessible  gra- 
zing areas.  .  ."  (p.  35) 

Hormay  concluded  his  report  with  the  following  statements: 

"A  practical  test  of  the  system  is  now  in  progress  on 
the  Harvey  Valley  cattle  allotment  of  the  Lassen 
National  Forest.   Since  results  from  this  test  are 
not  available,  the  merits  of  rest-rotation  grazing 

cannot  be  fully  evaluated  at  this  time." 

As  you  can  see,  the  1961  Hormay  report  did  not  provide  proof  that 
rest-rotation  grazing  is  more  beneficial  to  vegetation  than  moderate, 
continuous  grazing.   We  must  look  elsewhere  for  proof. 


The  studies  at  Harvey  Valley  allotment  in  Northeastern  California 

were  continued  through  the  1970's,   In  1974,  Ratliff  and  Reppert  (4) 

reported  on  the  study,  and  their  results  are  extremely  suprising. 

Based  on  data  collected  from  1965  to  1969,  the  following  conclusions 

were  stated: 

"Continuous  grazing,  therefore,  appears  to  be  more 
effective  in  controlling  competing  vegetation  than 
it  is  damaging  to  Idaho  fescue." 

"...  Idaho  fescue  can  apparently  maintain  its  vigor 
and  reproduce  under  moderate,  continuous  grazing." 

"It  appears,  however,  that  range  managers  cannot  key 
seed  production  into  a  set  program  of  rest-rotation 
grazing. " 

"Further,  the  full  use  treatments  did  not  reduce  nor 
did  full-season  rest  improve  Idaho  fescue  vigor  on 
the  Harvey  Valley  (rest  rotation)  plots."  (p.  449) 

It  is  my  opinion,  based  on  the  research  I  am  citing,  that  predictions 

of  vegetation  improvement  from  rest-rotation  and  deferred-rotation 

grazing  systems  cannot  be  scientifically  supported.  This  is  clearly 

evidenced  by  Ratliff 3  and  Reppert' s  conclusions,  which  are  directly 


opposite  of  some  of  the  premises  Hormay  put  forth  in  his  1961 
and  1970  discussions  of  the  "theory"  of  rotational  grazing. 

As  I  stated  earlier,  the  Twin  Falls  EIS  supports  an  expected 
vegetation  improvement  from  implementation  of  grazing  systems 
by  research  done  by  Gibbens  and  Fisser,  1975  [1],   According  to 
the  EIS,  Gibbens  and  Fisser  "  found  that  an  increase  in  livestock 
carrying  capacity  of  six  percent  could  be  expected  through  imple- 
mentation of  systems  that  provide  relief  from  continuous  grazing." 
(pp.  64-65  of  BIS)   I  challenge  the  author  of  this  section  that 
Gibbens  and  Fisser 's  work  supports  any  increase  of  livestock 
carrying  capacity  due  to  the  implementation  of  grazing  systems. 
The  results  of  Gibben's  and  Fisser's  study  are  unreliable  in 
predicting  grazing  system  response  because  of  the  fact  that  both 
range  treatments  and  a  25  percent  cut  in  livestock  use  occurred  at 
the  start  of  the  study,  at  the  same  time  the  grazing  systems  were 
implemented. (see  p.  5  of  study)   Thus,  it  is  unclear  whether  the 
increase  in  carrying  capacity  was  due  to  the  grazing  systems,  the 
range  treatments,  the  cut  in  livestock  use,  or  all  three. 

I  would  like  the  author  of  the  vegetation  section  of  the  EIS  to 
comment  on  the  following  research  in  justifying  his  expected 
vegetation  improvement  due  to  implementation  of  grazing  systems: 
Hyder  and  Sawyer,  1951  (5] ,  in  a  11-year  study  of  the 
effects  on  vegetation  of  season-long  vs.  rotation-deferred 
grazing  systems  in  a  mixed  sagebrush-bunchgrass  plant  community, 
found  that  the  density  of  grasses  had  increased  to  a  greater 
extent  under  season-long  grazing  by  the  end  of  the  study  period, 
than  under  the  deferred-rotation  grazing  systems. 


13.3 
(cont.) 


*   A  5-year  study,  done  by  Currie,  1976  (6],  found  that  systems 
of  rotational  grazing  use  did  not  influence  herbage  yields, 
basal  areas,  or  plant  densities  of  perennial  bunchgrasses.   Currie 
stated  that  "No  season  or  system  of  grazing  was  any  more  efficient 
than  others,  including  complete  protection,  in  promoting  recovery. 
Thus  instituting  a  complex  rotation  or  management  system  is 
questionable  management  practice  for  promoting  improvement  or 
recovery  of  pine-bunchgrass  ranges."  (p.  448) 

In  discussing  the  use  of  specialized  grazing  systems,  Stoddart, 
Smith,  and  Box,  1975  [7],  stated  that  "There  is  little  doubt  that 
grazing  systems  result  in  better  distribution  of  livestock  and 
more  uniform  utilization  of  the  range.   Their  beneficial  effect  on 
vegetation  is  less  clear  .  .  .  From  the  data  on  hand  it  cannot  be 
categorically  stated  that  a  rotational-grazing  system  will  invariably 
improve  the  range  or  give  greater  livestock  production  than  moderate, 
continuous  seasonal  grazing."  (p.  297) 

I  will  appreciate  your  serious  response  to  the  points  I  have  raised 
in  this  comment,  in  light  of  section  1502.24  of  the  Regulations 
for  Implementing  NEPA  (43  FR  55978-56007,  November  29,  1978),  which 
states  that  "Agencies  shall  insure  the  professional  integrity, 
including  scientific  integrity,  of  the  discussions  and  analyses  in 
environmental  impact  statements." 

3. -Table  4.3  shows  that  98,034  acres  of  rangeland  are  in  fair  or 
poor  ecological  condition,  and  table  4.7  shows  that  170,868  acres 
are  in  static  or  declininq  trend  in  the  EIS  area.   Alternative  A 
of  the  EIS  proposes  primarily  range  treatments  and  adoption  of 


rotation  grazing  systems  to  improve  this  rangeland.   Why  has  not  a 
lowering  of  stocking  levels  been  considered  to  improve  vegetation 
condition  in  this  "preferred"  alternative?   The  research  clearly 
shows  that  allocation  levels  are  the  primary  factor  which  produces 
long-term  vegetation  response,  and  that  proof  of  improvement  from 
rotation  grazing  systems  is  questionable,  (See  comment  No.  2.) 
Frischknecht,  1978  [8],  in  a  study  of  influences  of  grazing,  climate, 
fir$  and  other  disturbances  on  a  sagebrush/grass  range,  stated  that 
"Results  showed  that  intensity  of  grazing  exerted  greater  influence 
on  vegetal  changes  than  the  systems  of  grazing."  (p,  634).  Martin,  197G 
(9] ,  stated  that  "  No  grazing  system  can  succeed  if  the  range  is 
overstocked." (p.  15).  In  Stoddart,  Smith,  and  Box,  1975  (71,  we  find 
the  following:   "Hickey (n.d. )  [10]  reviewed  115  papers  reporting 
results  of  grazing-system  trials.   He  began  his  conclusions  thus: 
"The  maximum  number  of  cattle  that  can  safely  be  carried  on  any 
square  mile  of  territory  is  the  number  that  the  land  will  support 
during  a  poor  season.   Whenever  this  rule  is  ignored  there  is  bound 
to  be  loss."  (Smith,  1895)  (11].  This  "rule"  is  of  utmost  importance 
in  grazing  management."   Finally,  the  following  is  from  Valentine, 
1978  (12}:.  .  .  (A)  misconception  is  that  specialized  grazing  systems 
are  the  long-awaited  panaceas  that  will  permit  ignoring  the  other 
principles  of  grazing  management.   On  the  contrary,  the  evidence 
is  overwhelming  that  they  cannot  replace  che  need  for  proper  stocking 
rates,  the  use  of  species  of  grazing  animals  adapted  both  to  the 
terrain  and  to  plant  species  available  on  the  site  for  grazing,  and 
the  use  of  a  composite  of  many  techniques  for  distributing  grazing." 


13.4   The  ignoring  of  allocation  levels  as  a  causal  agent  for  the  existing 
I  vegetation  condition,  and  the  absence  of  any  discussion  of  adjusting 
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13.4 
(cont.) 


allocation  levels  to  improve  future  vegetation  condition  in  the 
■preferred"  alternative  is  not  sound,  scientific  range  management. 
Modifying  allocation  levels  should  be  the  starting  point  when 
improvement  of  vegetation  is  being  considered. 

4. -In  the  two-treatment  rest  rotation  grazing  system  outlined  in 
appendix  A,  a  pasture  would  receive  use  after  flowering  two  years 
out  of  three.   The  third  year  would  be  a  year  of  rest  from  grazing. 
My  concern  on  this  system  is  whether  the  need  of  perennial  grasses 
to  store  carbohydrate  reserves  in  the  predormancy  period  is  provided. 
I  am  assuming  that  use  would  occur  after  flowering  but  before  dormancy. 
Defoliation  in  the  predormancy  period  of  grasses,  the  period  after 
flowering,  is  extremely  detrimental  because  it  is  at  this  period  when 
growth  is  slow  and  the  carbohydrate  reserves  which  have  been  used  for 
earlier  growth  and  flowering  are  being  restored.   Defoliation  causes 
the  grass  to  utilize  its  stored  reserves  in  an  attempt  to  regrow 
before  dormancy.   It  often  happens  that  there  is  insufficient  time 
for  the  plant  to  regrow  to  the  point  that  it  can  restore  its  depleted 
reserves.   The  result  la  that  the  plant  enters  the  dormancy  period 
with  an  inadequate  reserve  level,  a  condition  which  reduces  the  vigor 
of  the  plant,  and,  if  continued,  will  result  in  its  death.   The 
■regrowth"  I  am  referring  to  is  not  regrowth  due  to  fall  precipitation, 
but  regrowth  before  the  spring  and  early  summer  growing  season  has 
ended.   It  is  my  opinion  that  the  optimum  season  of  use  of  a  perennial 
grass  is  after  range  readiness,  yet  early  in  the  season,  followed 
by  rest  before  the  dormancy  period.   This  allows  the  plant  to  regrow 
and  restore  its  carbohydrate  reserves  after  defoliation,  so  that 
vigor  of  the  plant  is  not  affected.   This  is  assuming  however,  that 
the  plant  is  not  overutilized  when  it  is  grazed. 


It  is  important  to  keep  the  problem  of  proper  season  of  use  in 
perspective.   The  need  to  utilize  the  plant  at  the  proper  season 
is  negligible  in  relation  to  the  need  for  the  plant  to  be  utilized 
at  the  proper  level,  and  the  need  to  utilize  the  plant  after  range 
readiness.   Use  of  perennial  grasses  when  they  are  dormant  is,  of 
course,  not  harmful. 

Support  for  the  premises  I  have  outlined  in  the  above  discussion 
can  be  found  in  the  enclosed  literature  study.   Some  of  the 
supporting  references  arei   Weinmann,  1961  [13J,  Cook,  1966  (141, 
Kinsinger  and  Hopkins,  1961  [15]  ,  Trlica  and  Cook,  1971,  1972 
116,17],  McCarty  and  Price,  1942  [18],  Blaisdell  and  Pechanec,  1949 
[19],  and  Mueggler,  1967  [20], 

5. -Many  of  the  positive  vegetation  effects  projected  from  treatment 
of  sagebrush-dominated  rangeland  in  the  EIS  area  may  be  absent  by 
the  year  2000,  due  to  the  reinvasion  of  sagebrush.   Therefore,  the 
vegetation  impact  predictions  due  to  range  treatments  are  optimistic. 
That  sagebrush  reinvasion  and  related  perennial  grass  suppression 
may  occur  within  10  to  20  years  after  treatment  i3  supported  by  several 
researchers:   Hendrick  et  al.,  1966  [21],  Johnson,  1969  [22], 
Johnson  and  Payne,  1968  [23J  ,  and  Bleak  and  Miller,  1955  [24], 

6. -The  impact  tables  in  chapter  4  give  the  appearance  of  highly 
accurate  impact  prediction.   However,  in  reading  the  introduction 
to  the  chapter  (p.  53) ,  one  finds  that  the  "long  term"  period  to 
which  the  tables  are  apparently  referring  covers  the  period  of  1990 
to  2000.   Are  the  highly  quantified  impacts  to  be  interpreted  as 
occurring  at  the  beginning,  middle,  or  end  of  the  ten-year  period? 


Impacts  that  specific  must  be  tied  to  a  specific  date,  i.e.  year. 
Otherwise  a  range  of  quantified  impacts  should  be  shown.   Only  in 
one  instance  could  I  find  a  table  indicating  a  specific  year. 
(Table  4.3  is  at  the  year  2000  according  to  p.  64.)   The  ludicrous- 
ness  of  the  highly  quantified  impacts  representing  a  ten-year 
period  is  revealed  when  one  examines  the  change  in  vegetation  that 
can  occur  in  a  ten-year  period. 

I  understand  that  at  the  present  time  it  is  politically  not  expe- 
dient to  reduce  livestock  use,  even  when  range  conditions  may 
indicate  a  reduction  is  necessary.   However,  prediction  of  vegeta- 
tion response  is  not  a  political  process.   Professional  range 
managers  have  a  responsibility  to  be  as  scientifically  accurate 
as  possible  in  predicting  the  vegetation  response  of  their  land 
management  decisions. 

I  am  looking  forward  to  your  sincere  consideration  of  my  comments 
on  the  Twin  Falls  Draft  Grazing  EIS. 

Sincerely  yours j 


1388  Garrison,  I  G107 
Lakewood,  Colorado   80215 
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RESEARCH  BASIS  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE 
PROPOSED  FALL  REST  SCHEDULE 


The  fall  rest  schedule  described  in  Chapter  2  is  constructed 
around  the  assertion  that  grazing  in  the  pre-dormancy  period  of  plants 
is  the  most  detrimental  period  of  use.  The  premises  which  this  asser- 
tion are  based  on  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  period  after  flowering  and  before  dormancy  (the  pre- 
dormancy  period)  is  the  time  when  most  plants  are  rapidly 
accumulating  carbohydrate  reserves,  which  were  lowered  durinq 
the  earlier  growth  and  flowering  periods. 

2.  Defoliation  late  in  the  season  causes  plants  to  enter  dormancy 
at  a  lowered  carbohydrate  reserve  level,  unless  sufficient 
time  is  available  for  regrowth. 

3.  The  more  regrowth  which  occurs  after  defoliation  and  before 
dormancy,  the  higher  the  carbohydrate  reserve  level  will  be  as 
the  plant  enters  dormancy. 

From  these  premises,  it  can  be  seen  that  late  season  defoliation  is 
most  detrimental  because  insufficient  time  remains  for  regrowth  and 
subsequent  restoration  of  carbohydrate  reserves  before  dormancy   Summer 
gracing  is  the  next  most  detrimental  period,  followed  by  spring  grazing 
and  grazing  during  plant  dormancy,  which  is  the  least  harmful  period  of 
use.  In  the  rest  schedule,  periods  of  late  season  use  are  followed  in 
subsequent  years  by  rest  at  earlier  periods.  This  is  to  periodically 
allow  time  for  regrowth  and  restoration  of  carbohydrate  reserves  in  the 
grazing  cycle. 

The  findings  of  numerous  researchers  support  the  premises  which  are 
the  foundation  of  the  fall  rest  schedule  (stated  above).  The  specific 
research  which  supports  each  premise  will  be  discussed  and  summarized 
below.  Most  of  the  literature  references  are  based  on  clipping  studies 
rather  than  grazing  studies.  A  discussion  of  the  differences  between 
grazing  and  clipping  and  the  validity  of  clipping  studies  is  at  the  end 
of  this  section. 


Premise  *  1 

The  period  after  flowering  and  before  dormancy  (the  pre-dormancy 
period)  is  the  time  when  plants  are  rapidly  accumulating  carbohydrate 
reserves  which  were  lowered  during  the  earlier  growth  and  flowering 
periods. 

McCarty  (1938)  stated  that  the  concentration  of  carbohydrate 
reserves  in  both  herbage  and  basal  organs  of  grasses  is  inversely 
related  to  the  rate  of  herbage  growth.  The  accumulation  of  carbohydrate 
reserves  is  delayed,  therefore,  until  most  of  annual  herbage  is  produced 
(late  in  the  season). 

Weinmann  (1961),  in  a  literature  survey  of  the  seasonal  trends  of 
carbohydrate  storage  in  grasses,  found  that  TAC  (total  available  carbo- 
hydrate) changes  in  the  storage  organs  show,  in  general,  a  similar 
pattern  in  most  species  of  grasses:  TAC  decrease  in  both  concentration 
and  amount  during  the  formation  of  new  shoots,  more  particularly  during 
spring,  and  increase  during  maturation,  which  is  indicative  of  their 
function  as  "reserve  substances".   Weinmann  noted  that  in  a  few  in- 
stances no  typical  seasonal  changes  were  detected,  which  could  be  due  to 
imperfections  in  the  sampling  procedure  or  in  the  growth  habit  and 
behaviour  of  the  species  concerned.  (Woods  et  al.  1955;  Daitz  1954; 
Barnes  1960;  Weinmann  and  Goldsmith  1948;  Hiepko  1959;  Thaine  1954; 
Neiland  and  Curtis  1956;  Weinmann  1946,  1947,  1948)  in  Weinmann  1961. 

Mooney  and  Billings,  in  a  study  of  the  seasonal  carbohydrate 
reserve  fluctuations  of  three  alpine  plants  (Saxifraga  rhomboidea , 
Polygonum  bistortoides,  and  Geum  turbinatum)  found  that  at  fall  dormancy 
the  carbohydrate  content  is  at  a  very  high  level  in  the  underground 
storage  organs.  Early  shoot  growth  utilizes  considerable  quantities  of 
storage  reserves.  After  this  period  there  is  a  rapid  accumulation  of 
reserves  in  rhizomes  and  roots,  reaching  a  peak  again  late  in  the  alpine 
growing  season.  All  of  this  activity  was  condensed  into  a  period  of  a 
relatively  few  weeks. 

McConnell  and  Garrison  (1966)  in  a  study  of  the  seasonal  variations 
of  available  carbohydrates  in  bitterbrush,  found  that  carbohydrate 
reserves  declined  during  the  early  growing  season  and  remained  at  a 
relatively  low  level  during  flowering,  rapid  twig  growth,  and  seed 
formation  stages.  After  seed  formation,  reserves  began  to  accumulate 
and  build  up  markedly  until  leaf  fall. 

Cook  (1966)  stated  that  in  general,  the  normal  trend  of  seasonal 
carbohydrate  balance  in  the  storage  organs  is  similar  for  most  perennial 
plants.  In  the  majority  of  species,  the  minimum  reserves  in  the  storage 
organs  occur  during  early  vegetative  growth.  After  initial  orowth  has 
produced  considerable  leaf  area,  carbohydrates  are  synthesized  in  excess 
of  growth  requirements.  At  this  time  some  plant  species  slowly  begin  to 


replenish  the  reserves,  while  in  other  species  the  reserve  remains  at  a 
relatively  low  level  until  the  later  stages  of  maturation.  When  plants 
approach  maturation,  carbohydrate  storage  reaches  its  peak. 

Additional  references  which  support  Premise  P   1  are  as  follows: 
Donart  (1969);  Kinsinger  and  Hopkins  (1961);  Welch  (1968). 


Premise  0  2 


Defoliation  late  in  the  season  causes  plants  to  enter  dormancy  at  a 
lowered  carbohydrate  reserve  level,  unless  sufficient  time  is  available 
for  regrowth. 

Trlica  and  Cook  (1971),  in  a  study  of  the  defoliation  effects  on 
the  carbohydrate  reserves  of  eight  desert  species  (Artemisia  tridentata, 
Artemisia  arbuscula  var.  nova,  Atriplex  conferti  fi 1 ia,  Atriplex  falcata , 
Eurotia  lanata .  Oryzopsis  hymenoides ,  Stipa  coma ta ,  and  Si tanion  hystrix) 
found  that  autumn  reserve  storage  decreased  as  the  time  between  defoli- 
ation treatment  and  normal  quiescence  (dormancy)  lessened.  Plants  which 
were  defoliated  during  rapid  growth  (about  May  10)  or  near  maturity 
(about  July  1)  had  little  regrowth  and  consequently  had  little  photosyn- 
thetic  tissue  present  for  carbohydrate  sunthesis  during  late  summer; 
whereas  plants  which  were  defoliated  during  quiescence  (about  November  12) 
the  previous  year,  or  during  early  growth  (about  April  1)  had  more 
regrowth  and  greater  carbohydrate  storage  by  quiescence. 

In  an  unrelated  study,  Trlica  and  Cook  (1972)  found  that  when 
Russian  wildrye  (Elymus  junceus)  and  crested  wheatgrass  (Agropyron 
crista  turn)  were  defoliated  during  quiescence  the  previous  year,  or 
during  early  growth  the  same  year,  only  small  reductions  in  autumn  TAC 
(total  available  carbohydrates)  storage  occurred.  However,  when  the 
plants  were  clipped  at  anthesis  (peak  flowering)  and  again  at  maturity, 
substantial  reductions  in  autumn  TAC  shores  occured.  Plants  from  these 
three  treatments  had  little  chance  for  regrowth  before  autumn  frosts  and 
consequently  had  little  photosynthetic  tissue  for  carbon  dioxide  assimi- 
lation and  carbohydrate  storage  during  the  normal  storage  period. 

McCarty  (1938)  in  a  study  of  the  relation  of  growth  to  the  varying 
carbohydrate  content  in  mountain  brome,  stated  that  continuous  heavy 
grazing  at  or  after  seed  maturity  during  the  autumn  storage  period, 
would  not  only  prevent  normal  storage  of  carbohydrates,  but  would  also 
stimulate  further  herbage  growth.  This  stimulated  growth  would  be 
produced  at  the  expense  of  the  carbohydrates  already  stored,  resulting 
in  further  depletion  of  carbohydrates,  and  the  plant  would  enter  the 
winter  period  with  diminished  stores. 
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Owensby  et  a).    (1970),    in  a  study  of  the  effect  of  burning  and 
clipping  on  big  bluestem  (Andropogon  gerardi)   reserve  carbohydrates, 
stated  that  the  later  in  the  growing  season  that  clipping  occurred,   the 
lower  were  reserves   for  use  during  winter  dormancy  and  subsequent  spring 
regrowth. 

Several    researchers  have  found   that  fall  cutting  of  alfalfa  can 
kill  or  injure  the  plants  because  of  loss  of  ability  to  harden  and  of 
freezing  tolerance.     Such  harvests   remove  the  plant's   leaf  area,   which 
is   important   in  the  synthesis  of  carbohydrates.     Later  regrowth  draws  on 
energy  reserves  that  cannot  be  replenished  in  the  time  left  before 
winter  dormancy.     Plants   low  in  energy  reserves  may  develop  a   lower 
level   of  winter  hardiness  than  plants  high  in  reserves   (Smith   1964; 
Levitt  1972;  Grandfield  1935;  Mark   1936;   in  Voight   1975). 

Additional    references  which  support  Premise  #  2  are  the  following: 
McCarty  and  Price  (1942);  Mueggler  (1967);  Reynolds  and  Smith   (1962)." 


The  more  regrowth  which  occurs  after  defoliation  and  before  dor- 
mancy, the  higher  the  carbohydrate  level   will   be  as   the  plant  enters 
dormancy. 

In  a  study  of  the  response  of  mountain  grassland  vegetation  to 
clipping  at  different  times   in  the  growing  season,  Mueggler   (1967)   found 
that  the  species  were  most  harmed  by  clipping  during  the  period  from 
flower  stalk   formation  to  seed   ripening.     Mueggler's   findings  also 
supported  those  of  McCarty  and  Price   (1942)   for  Bromus  carinatus, 
Agropyron  trachycaul urn,  and  Geranium  viscosissimum  in   the  mountains  of 
Utah.     They  determined  that  the  harmful   period  was  just  prior  to  and 
during  the  early  part  of  the  period  when  the  plants  stored  carbohydrates 
in  their  roots  and  crowns.     Adequate  storage  of  carbohydrates  at  the 
beginning  of  dormancy   is  essential    to  survive  the  dormant  period  and   to 
sustain  the  first  flush  of  growth   in  the  spring.     Removal  of  foliage   too 
late   in  the  season   to  allow  substantial    regrowth  prior  to  the  storage 
period  and  too  early   for  adequate  storage  to   take  place  before  the  onset 
of  dormancy  is  most  harmful    (McCarty  and  Price  1942;   in  Mueggler  1967). 

In  a  study  of  the  effects  of  herbage   removal   at  various   dates  on 
the  vigor  of  bluebunch  wheatgrass   (Agropyron  spicatum)  and  arrowleaf 
balsamroot   (Balsamorhiza  sagittata),  Blaisdell   and  Pechanec   (1949)   found 
that  as  clippings  were  made  later  and   later  in  the  growing  season,    there 
was   less  and  less  opportunity  for  regrowth  and  subsequent  photosynthesis. 
This  trend  continued  until,   toward  the  end  of  the  growing  season,  no 
regrowth  was  possible.      Clipping  at'this  time  left  the  plant  with  no 
means  of  supplementing  its   food  stores  during  the  period  when  most  of 


the  storage  normally  takes  place.     Thus,  after  the  date  when  substantial 
regrowth   is   impossible,   and  before  maturity,  complete  herbage  removal 
can  be  expected  to  most  seriously  impair  plant  vigor   (Blaisdell   and 
Pechanec   1949). 

Cook   (1971)  and  Trlica  and  Cook   (1971)  conducted  a  study  -of  the 
effects  of  season  of  defoliation  on  the  vigor  and  carbohydrate  reserves 
of  several   desert  plant  species.     They  found  that  greatest  reductions   in 
autumn  carbohydrate   levels  of  the  studied  species  were  found  when 
defoliation  occurred  during  rapid  growth  about  May  1  or  when  plants 
approached  maturity  about  July   1.      The  more  regrowth  attained  by  a 
species  after  defoliation,    the  greater  the  carbohydrate  reserve  replen- 
ishment. 

In  contrast  to  the  above  findings,   Donart  and  Cook   (1971)   found 
that  defoliation- of  both  grasses  and  forbs  early  in   the  season  when 
carbohydrate  reserves  are  low  is  considerably  more  detrimental   than 
defoliation  late  in  the  season  when  carbohydrate  reserves  are  high  if, 
however,   there  is  ample  opportunity   for  regrowth  before  fall   dormancy' 
occurs.     This   reaffirms  the   importance  of  regrowth  to  restore  depleted 
carbohydrate   levels.     An   important  criterion   in  this  study  is   that 
defoliation   in  the  late  season  did  not  occur  until   after  reserves  had 
been  restored.    Thus,    the  plants  were  at  maximum  vigor.     Defoliation 
while  the  plants  were  actively  restoring  the  reserves  probably  would 
have  been  more  harmful. 

Trlica  and  Cook   (1972).   in  a  study  of  the  influences  cf  development 
and  defoliation  on  carbohydrate  reserves  of  crested  wheatgrass  and 
Russian  wildrye,  concluded  that  autumn   reserve  stores  were  directly 
related  to  the  amount  of  new  growth  produced  after  being  defoliated. 


Effects  of  Grazing  vs.    Clipping 
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mental  than  clipping  if  selective  grazing  removes  all  herbage  from  some 
plants  and  not  others,  because  ungrazed  plants  take  available  nutrients 
and  water  away  from  grazed  plants.  However,  grazing  may  be  less  detri- 
mental than  clipping  if  grazing  leaves  ungrazed  tillers  on  a  plant  while 
removing  others,  thus  allowing  for  the  transfer  of  carbohydrates  from 
ungrazed  to  grazed  tillers.  McKendrick  and  Sharp  (1970)  pointed  out 
that  plant  responses  may  result  from  soil  moisture  effects  from  soi'l 
compaction  by  livestock.   These  responses  would  not  be  evident  in 
clipping  studies. 
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Response  to  Letter  No.   13 


13.1  First,   103,871  acres  of  treatments  currently  exist  as  indicated  on  page 
36.     The  32,954  acre  figure  on  page  69  refers  to  the  proposed  maintenance 
acreage. 

Second,  the  increase  in  good  conditon  range  in  Table  4.3  is   100  percent 
rather  than  200  percent  as  stated    in  your   letter. 

Seven  allotments  with  native  range   in  the  category  described  on  pages 
64-65  as  having  potential    for  improvement  through  grazing  management  are 
currently  operated  under  grazing   systems.     We  have  pre-system  condition 
data  on  only  one  of  these  allotments.     The  deferred  rotation  system  was 
developed  on  the  Ridge  Allotment  under  a  cooperative  management  agreement 
between  BLM,   SCS,  and  the  permittee  in    1970.     The  allotment  was 
inventoried   prior  to  finalizing  the  plan.     The  results  of  this  inventory 
showed  that  all   native  range  on  public  land  was  in   fair  condition.     No 
reductions   1n  allowable  use  were  initiated  nor  were  any  land  treatments 
undertaken.     As  shown  in  Table   3-3  of  the  EIS,  the   1979  SVIM  inventory 
showed  5,147  acres   (78  percent)   in  good  condition,   1,140  acres     (17 
percent)   in   fair  condition,  and   315  acres   (5  percent)   in  poor  condition. 
These   improvements  are  greater  than  those  predicted   in  the  EIS. 

Twenty  allotments  currently  managed  under  grazing  systems  contain  areas 
of  native  range  and  are  in  the  8  to  12  Inch  precipitation  zone.  Dominant 
species  in  the  native  range  are  big  sagebrush,  Sandberg  bluegrass,  and 
cheatgrass  as  described  on  page  65.  No  data  is  available  on  the 
condition  of  any  of  these  areas  prior  to  Initiation  of  grazing  systems. 
Comparison  of  these  areas  with  adjacent  areas  which  receive  continuous 
grazing  shows  no  difference  in  condition. 

Our  predictions  of  improvement   in  native  range  condition  from  treatment 
came   from  observations  of  spray  treatments  of  similar  vegetation  types 
conducted  on  private  land   in   1979.     Sagebrush  was  not  completely 
eradicated  from  the  treatment  areas,  but  was  reduced  sufficiently  to 
Increase  the  composition  of  grasses.     Forbs   In  the  treatment  area  were 
reduced   for  one  growing  season  after  treatment,  but  have  begun  to 
Increase. 

A  total    of  69,836  acres  of   seedlngs  are  used  under  grazing  management 
systems   In  the  EIS  ares.     A  variety  of  deferred  and  rest-rotation   systems 
are  used.     None  of  the  data  collected  on  these  seedings  supports  any 
Improvement   In  condition  as  a   result  of  the  systems.     We  have  found  that 
relnvaslon  of  brush   Is  Inevitable  and  that   repeat  treatments  are  required 
if  continued  high  level    production  of  livestock   forage  Is  the  objective. 

Observations  of  controlled  burns  and  wildfires  In  seedings  show  that 
seedings   Improve  both  from  the  removal    of  competing  brush  and   from  the 
reduction  of  Utter  which  accumulates  in  the  plant  crowns. 

13.2  Your  are  correct.     The  six   percent   Increase  refers   to  plant   basal   area 
rather  than  livestock  carrying  capacity.     This  figure   Is  the  result  of 


comparing  a  transect  run  in  a  controlled  area  with  one  run  in  a  grazing 
management  system  area.  The  controlled  dr&d  showed  an  increase  of  25 
percent  while  the  grazing  system  area  showed  an  increase  of  31  percent. 
The  result  is  an  increase  in  grass  composition  which  would  result  in  an 
improvement  in  condition  as  stated  on  page  65  of  the  EIS.  It  should  be 
noted  that  no  increases  in  livestock  forage  allocation  were  given  under 
any  alternative  as  a  result  of   implementing  grazing  management  systems. 

13.3  The  description  of  study  areas  in  the  Hyde  and  Sawyer  paper  showed  that 
the  majority  of  forage  was  produced  by  Sandberg  bluegrass.  This  would 
appear  to  be  similar  to  those  areas  described  on  page  65  of  the  EIS  as 
showing  no  improvement  through  grazing  systems.  This  similarity  was 
confirmed  by  personnel  from  the  Burns  District  BLM  in  which  this  study 
took  place.  It  would  appear  that  this  study  gives  further  reinforcement 
to  the  work  described   in  Hironaka   and  Fosberg   (1979). 

The  Currier  study  shows  that   rotation  grazing  under  heavy  stocking   levels 
is  no  better  than  continuous  grazing.     As  you  pointed  out  on  page  6  of 
your   letter,  proper  stocking   levels  are  needed  to  provide  long  term 
vegetative  responses.     Under  the  proposed  allocations   in  the  Twin  Falls 
EIS  no  allotment,  either  with  or  without  a  grazing   system,  would  be 
grazed  at  or  near  a   level    where  utilization  would  be  "self-limited  by  the 
shortness  to  which  animals  could  graze  the  major   forage  plants"  as 
described   in  Currier's  Study  Area  and  Methods  section   (pg.   446).     The 
level    of  utilization  reached  by  this  method  of  management  could  be 
considered  severe  rather  than  heavy. 

In  regard  to  the  quote   from  Stoddard,   Smith,  and  Box,  the  Twin  Falls   EIS 
did  not   state  that   rotation  grazing   systems  will    invariably  improve  the 
range. 

13.4  The  allocations  of   forage  were  based  on   SVIM  inventory  results  and  actual 
use-utilization  studies.     These  results  were  calculated  based  on  biologi- 
cal   limits  of  use  allowed   for  the  species  involved  and  the  seasonal 
dietary  preference  of  the  grazing  animals  present. 

13.5  We  are  aware  of   reinvasion  potential    of   sagebrush  into  seedings.     The 
Proposed  Action   includes  maintenance  treatments  on   32,954  acres  of 
existing   seedings  to  reduce  reinvading  sagebrush.      The  exact   timing  and 
extent   of  reinvasion  is  difficult  to  predict.     As  future  seeding 
maintenance  needs  ire  identified,  they  will   be  addressed  through  the 
environmental    assessment   process. 

13.6  The   impacts  were  projected  to  the  year  2000. 
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PLEASANT  VALLEY  GRAZING  ASSOCIATION,  INC. 
1112  Main  Street 
Buhl,  Idaho  83316 

March  11,  1982 


Response  to  Letter  No.  14 


14.1  A  proposal  to  leave  a  buffer  strip  around  the  Berger  was  not  discussed  In 
the  EIS.   The  management  philosophy  regarding  this  area  1s  to  retain 
existing  native  islands  of  brush  at  times  of  seeding  maintenance. 


Nick  James  Cozakos,  District  Manage 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3,  Box  1 
Burley,  Idaho  83318 

Dear  Mr.  Cozakes: 


The  board  of  directors  of  Pleasant  Valley  Crazing  Association,  Inc. 

wishes  to  go  on  record  as  supporting  Alternative  A  of  the  Twin  Falls 

Livestock  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   We  would,  however, 

modifications  to  Alternative  A.   We  feel  that  the 
the  Berger  seeding  is  not  necessary.   The  board 
suggests  that  a  few  small  areas  of  buffer  in  the  Berger  area  would  suffice. 


I  like  to  recommend  some 
buffer  strip  around  th 


Our  feeling  is  that  Alternative  A  will  pr 
wildlife  and  multiple  use. 


good  bala 


between 


We  recommend  spraying  for  brush  control  because  it  is  selective 
leaves  cover  to  hold  moisture,  check  erosion  and  meet  deer  needs 


The  P.V.C.A.  board  opposes  any  plan  that  would  redu 
allocation  in  Alternative  A. 


grazing  below  the 


Very  truly  yours 

Gerrit  Peters 
President 


iu 


TWIN  FALLS,  IDAHO  83301 


1935  KIMBERLY  ROAD 


TWIN  FALLS  TRACTOR 
&  IMPLEMENT  CQ. 

March  19,  1982 


Mr.  Nick  James  Cozskos ,  District  Manager 
Mr.  Mike  Haase,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rt.  #3  Box  1 
Burley,  Id.   83318 

Dear  Sirs: 

After  reading  the  Impact  Statement  on  vegetative  resource,  I  was 
pleased  to  know  your  staff  came  up  with  a  multilpe  use.   In  my  opinion 
the  economic  and  environmental  impact  on  the  Region  in  question  should 
be  alternatives  A  and  B,  with  B  the  number  one  choice.   My  opinion 
is  based  on  the  personal  contact  with  the  people  and  their  operation 
in  the  area  involved  and  the  economic  impact  your  decision  will  have 
all  concerned. 


Thanking  you  for  your  consideration,  I 


i£ 


Gene  L.  Glenn,  President 

Twin  Falls  Tractor  &  Implement 


March  19,  1982 

Scott  Anderson 

Magic  Resource  Area  Mgr . 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Twin  Falls  EIS 

Route  3  Box  1 

Burley,  ID  83318 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson , 

Increased  livestock  use  in  the  Twin  Falls  Crazing  Area 
would  benefit  only  a  few  stockmen. 

A  very  significant  difference  would  be  noticed  by  a  mult- 
itude of  sportsmen-recreation  type  of  people  if  this  increase  is 
disallowed.   Far  too  many  prime  areas  have  already  been  scarred 
forever  by  poor  planning.   As  this  is  the  number  one  mule  deer 
area  of  our  state,  let's  protect  it  to  the  fullest. 

I  therefore  want  to  go  on  record  as  supporting  Alternative  D 
Restricted  Livestock  Use. 


® 


Sincerely, 


Del  C. 

483  Parkuay  Circle 

Twin  Falls.  ID  83301 
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STATE  OF  IDAHO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  LANDS 

STATEHOUSE.  BOISE,  IDAHO  83720 


March   19,    1962 


© 


Additu.lDl,   to 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LANDS 

SOUTH  CENTRAL  AREA 

BOX  1 49 

COODINC.  IDAHO  83330 

PHONE  934-5606 


Response  to  Letter  No.   17 

17.1  Coordination  with  the   Idaho  Department  of  Lands  will   continue  where  State 
lands  are  Included   1n  BLM  grazing  allotments. 

17.2  The  consideration  of  land  exchanges   1s  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS. 

17.3  See  Response  17.1. 


Scott  Anderson,  Magic  Reserouce  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Burley  District  Office 
Route  3  Box  1 
Burley,  Idaho  83318 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 

We  have  reviewed  your  draft,  Twin  Falls  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Generally, 
we  have  no  problems  with  the  statement  as  it  is  written.  However,  we  do  want  to 
maintain  our  cooperative  efforts  in  managing  State  lands  that  are  within  your  grazing 
17.1  |  allotments.  We  want  to  point  out  our  major  concerns  in  maintaining  our  cooperative 
I  efforts. 

Our  rental  rates,  for  grazing  leases  used  on  an  exchange  of  use  basis  in  the  BLM 
allotments,  are  based  largely  on  the  amount  of  AUM's  allowed  for  exchange  of  use. 
Any  changes  you  make  in  the  amount  of  exchange  of  use  directly  affects  the  income 
to  the  State  endowments.  Therefore,  we  request  you  include  our  Departments  Range 
Managers  in  any  proposals  to  change  the  amount  of  exchange  of  use  for  any  State  lands 
involved. 

We  believe  that  land  exchange  between  the  State  and  the  BLM  can  be  a  useful  tool  in 
managing  both  of  our  lands.  We  would  like  you  to  address  this  in  your  statement  as 
a  means  to  resolve  management  problems  and  increase  the  benefits  to  the  public  and 
the  beneficiaries  of  the  State  Endowment  Lands. 

Range  improvements  can  be  a  benefit  to  all  of  the  rangeland  within  en  allotment.  Seme 
of  your  proposed  range  improvements  adjoin  or  include  State  lands.  Whenever  possible, 
we  would  like  to  coordinate  our  efforts  in  accomplishing  the  same  or  a  similar  improve- 
ment on  State  lands.  Often  times,  by  coordinating  our  efforts  both  agencies  can  save 
costs  on  the  contracts.  We  are  requesting  you  to  involve  our  agency,  far  enough  in 
advance  of  a  proposed  project,  to  allow  us  time  to  submit  the  project  proposal  in  our 
budget  process. 

We  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to  be  involved  in  cooperative  management  of  both 

our  lands  and  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  your  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely 


l^^^^^^ 


HOWARD  K.   KESTIE 
Area  Supervisor 


Natural  Resource  Planner 

EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 


William  (Bill)  Brockman 

Route  »2 
Kimberly,  Idaho  83341 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  18 


18.1  A  recheck  of  the  deer  AUM's  shows  no  change  from  the  original   figures. 
Deer  numbers  were  obtained  cooperatively  between  IDFG  and  BLM.     See 
Response  56.2. 


r5R$"f(*JOT  COMPANY 


© 


wtnut  South 
Idaho  aj30i 
ao»   733-1722 


March  17,  1962 


Mr.  Nick.  Janes  Cozakoa,  District  Manager  or 
Mr.  Mike  Haaae,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  No.  3,  Box  1 
Burley,  Idaho  83316 

Dear  Mr.  Cozakoa, 

It  la  gratifying  to  learn  from  the  Impact  Statement  that  the  allocation 
of  vegetative  resource.  Is  based  on  the  multiple  use  concept.   It  is  the 
undersigned's  opinion  that  through  the  cooperative  well  managed  application 
of  this  concept,  much  has  been  accomplished.  My  considered  Judgment  suggests 
that,  in  light  of  the  economic  and  environmental  Impact  on  the  region  under 
evaluation,  only  Alternativea  A  and  B  should  be  seriously  entertained. 
Although  my  persuasion  favors  Alternative  B,  Alternative  A  would  not  be 
unacceptable. 

My  license  to  offer  an  opinion  is  based  on  many  years  of  personal  and 
Institutional  involvement  in  the  area  under  study. 

May  I  take  this  opportunity  to  commend  you  and  your  staff  and  all 
involved  in  the  drafting  of  the  Impact  Statement. 

Thanking  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration,  I  remain 


Sincerely, 


Curtla  T.  Eaton,  Chairman  of  the  Board 
and  President 


t.'iAR 


P.O.  Box  876 
Kimberly,  Id.  83341 
March  22,  1982 


© 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  #3   Box  1 
Burley,  Id.   83318 

Mr.  Nick  Cozakos: 


As  a  sportsman  and  self  employed  custom  fanning  operator 
dealing  in  the  hay  business  throughout  the  year,  I  am  well  ac- 
quainted with  the  cattle  industry. 

I  feel  your  proposed  'Alternative  A'  (preferred  alternative) 
is  the  better  of  the  alternatives,  although  some  very  weak  points 
appear  for  both  wildlife  and  cattle.   I  feel  the  following  will 
benefit  both  the  wildlife  and  the  cattle: 

1.  More  water  developement  especially  concerning  more 
pothole  construction,  as  has  been  done  in  the  Cassia 
area. 

2.  More  fencing  in  the  over-used  creek  bottom  areas.   (25 
miles  of  proposed  fencing  is  highly  inadequate  when  con- 
sidering the  many  miles  of  fishable  streams.) 

3.  Less  spraying  and  more  railing  to  enhance  forb  and  grass 
developement.  Complete  sagebrush  removal  conflicts  with 
both  sage  grouse  and  deer  browse  useage. 

In  closing,  I  feel  the  wildlife  have  been  short-changed  in 
a  couple  of  areas: 

1 .  Over  S5 . 00  spent  on  livestock  developement  as  opposed 

to  l/5th  of  that  spent  on  wild-life  forage  improvements. 

2.  Blocks  of  re seeding  for  livestock  only,  that  is  no  reseed 
of  buck  brush,  bitter  brush,  or  sage  brush. 

3 .  Large  block  burning  rather  than  intermix  burning.   An  area 
in  the  Owyhee  Desert  area  shows  this  intermix  burning  en- 
hances new  growth  in  the  burned  areas  for  cattle  cover, 
and  for  browse  for  the  wildlife  in  the  untouched  areas. 

I  would  like  to  complement  the  personnel  whose  time  and  effort 
went  into  the  Twin  Falls  Environmental  Draft  as  it  relates  to  both 
the  positive  and  negative  aspects  of  such  a  proposal.   In  my  opinion 
it  is  the  most  complete  and  informative  impact  study  yet  to  date 
done  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

I  hope  amendments  can  be  made  to  Proposal  A  to  increase  the 
numbers  of  sage  hen  and  deer  which  I  have  enjoyed  for  the  past  23 
years  in  our  South  Hills. 

I  might  add  that  I  have  a  B.S.  degree  in  Wildlife  and  Game 
Management  and  am  very  familiar  with  the  game  animals  and  birds 
and  their  needed  habitat  of  grasses  and  forage,  so  I  am  not  com- 
pletely unfamiliar  with  what  I  am  talking  about. 

C.  Michael  Werner 
P.O.  Box  876 
Kimberly,  Id.  83341 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Attention:  Mr.  Nick  Cozakos 


In  the  proposed  action  of  Alte-natlve  A  of  the  Twin 
Falls  E.I.S.  Drart,  one  of  the  specific  objectives 
Is  stated  to  be  "Preserve  and  enhance  game  and  non-game 
wildlife  habitat  and  populations — upland  game,  waterfowl, 
fish,  etc.-   However,  after  studying  the  proposed  action, 
I  am  having  difficulty  seeing  how  this  will  be  accomplished. 
I  cannot  see  where  anything  Is  being  done  to  protect 
the  streams,  or  develope  adequate  water  other  than  the 
streams.   How  can  you  enhance  populations  when  all  the 
animals,  domestic  and  wild  have  to  concentrate  on  a  few 
water  areas?   How  .can  you  enhance  fish  populations  when 
the  cattle  have  to  congregate  on  the  creek  bottoms,  thus 
causing  to  water  to  be  below  quality  water  standards? 


IThe  proposed  Alternative  also  calls  for  a  lot  of  spraying. 
How  does  eradication  of  large  areas  of  sage  brush 
enhance  wildlife  habitats?   It  seems  to  me  that  a  thinning 
of  the  sage  brush  would  benefit  the  wildlife  and  the 
cattle  alike. to  a  much  greater  degree. 


I  sincerely  hope  that  these  points  will  be  concldered  In 
the  final  E.I.S. 


y 
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Response  to  Letter  Wo.  21 


21.1  Thirteen  wildlife  water  facilities   (guzzlers)  are  proposed  1n  Alternative 
A.     Two  guzzlers  presently  exist  In  the  EIS  area.     As  wildlife  needs  are 
Identified  1n  the  future,   additional   guzzlers  may  be  Installed.     See 
pages  16  and  17  of  the  Draft  EIS  for  additional    Information  on  guzzlers. 
Response  28.1  discusses  wildlife  use  of  livestock  water  developments, 
existing  and  proposed,  as  well   as  providing  Information  on  why  additional 
water  developments  were  not  proposed. 

For  a  discussion  of  impacts  on  riparian  areas  and  water  quality  problems, 
see  Responses  2.7  and  7.1. 

21.2  Total   eradication  of  large  areas  of  sagebrush  does  not  enhance  wildlife 
habitats.     Through  proper  planning  In  the  layout  and  design  of  proposed 
treatment  areas  wildlife  habitat  can  be  enhanced.     See  paragraphs  4 
through  6,  page  17.     Several  benefits  which  would  occur  through  proper 
planning   include  an  irregular  treatment  of  the  area  which  allows  for 
untreated  islands  of  native  vegetation  known  as  leave  areas.     These  areas 
will   Increase  the  edge  effect  and  provide  wildlife  cover.     Existing  trees 
would  be  avoided  during  treatment.     Cover  requirements  and  hunting/ 
foraging  needs  of  wildlife  would  be  considered  on  a  site  by  site  basis. 
In  all   treatment  areas  to  be  seeded,  an  appropriate  wildlife  seed  mixture 
would  be  used.     For  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  land  treatments  see  page 
17  of  the  EIS. 


(Jeff ir   /r/r,  /(idfr-sai  I 

Qencer/it'yi^  fhe  distf  f/  of  the  E-  IS  ay>  7/?».  , 
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>r-c-s    .        Pt      /S      s-r      rak>.-^{    weans     «f    f,-^x 
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March  22,    1982 


t"J      £e*J     prt-iocfrw    /n     th<    fl  Kr«    ,     The 

Mm*  l-atm'*^      xn      entity Mnt*/     b*U*r*j 
6       *t/er     *  tier       cc#$tj<?  r-*  fie>^sr 


f?*Sjfle*ffo  !U     y&osi, 


Attention:   Mr.  Nick  Cozakos 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Burley,  Idaho 

Re:  Twin  Falls  E.I.S.  Draft 

This  letter  represents  the  Magic  Valley  Bowhunters 
organization.   We  have  an  active  membership  of  approximately 
fifty   members. 

The  membership  does  not  completely  support  the  proposed 
alternative.   Alternative  A  needs  to  be  amended  to  give 
more  consideration  to  wildlife. 

Special  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  mule  deer  winter 
range.   It  needs  some  improvements.   We  feel  that  water 
should  be  developed  In  any  feasible  place  to  remove  the 
livestock  pressure  from  the  riparian  zones.   More  of  the 
riparian  zones  should  Ve  fenced  to  Improve  their  quality. 
Water  development  is  an  issue  that  should  be  considered 
and  acted  on  as  sorn  as  possible. 

Less  spraying  should  be  done.   We  favor  spot  burning. 
If  done  in  small  amounts,  and  railing.   Balling  Is, In  our 
opinion ,  the  best  practice.   We  need  the  sage  brush  thinned 
not  removed. 

We  feel  the  game  herds  In  the  South  Hills  have  been 
on  the  Increase  and  are  stable.   We  credit  this  to  the 
efforts  by  the   B.L.M.  and  the  local  grazers. 

We  Urge  you  to  consider  our  recommendations  and  concerns. 


Sherman  Russell,  President  M.V.B. 

162   Van  Buren 

Twin  Falls,    Id        81301 


/»V'* 
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Harold  G.  Olson 

Box  285 

Filer,    Idaho     83328 

March   21,    1882 


Chris  Montgomery 

Box      AG 

Filer,    Id  83328 

March   20,    1982 


Attention  Mr,  Nick  Cozakos; 

I  don't  think  Alternative  A  does  enough  for  wildlife, 
I  would  like  to  see  more  water  developed  to  spread  cattle 
grazing  out.   Cattle  and  wildlife  shouldn't  have  to  depend 
on  one  water  source  over  miles  and  miles  of  area,   A  cow  can 
only  go  so  far  from  water  to  -feed,  therefor  a  lot  of  areas 
are  over  used.   Water  Is  the  key  answer  to  the  over-gmzlng 
problem, 

I  want  more  railing  and  less  spraying.   I  feel  railing 
gives  a  faster  return  of  a  feed  source  than  spraying. 
We  do  not  need  miles  of  thick  sage  brush,  nor  do  we  need 
miles  of  grass.   It  needs  to  be  a  blend  to  benefit  wildlife 
and  cattle.   Railing  would  help  deer  winter  range  and  sage 
grouse  nesting  areas,  by  thinning  sage  brush.   It  would  leaye 
some  protection ,  which  Is  needed . 

I  want  more  positive  Improvement  for  wildlife. 


J/mM(7A^' 


Dear  Mr.  Cozakos, 


I  am  not  pleased  with  the  Alternative   A,  proposed 
action  In  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   It  Is 
an  Improvement,  but  It  Is  still  not  enough  to  help  our 
wildlife. 

More  water  Is  desperately  needed  In  this  area. 
The  cattle  have  to  concentrate  In  the  same  small  areas 
as  the  wildlife.  In  order  to  get  their  water  and  feed. 
Any  water  developed,  would  ease  this  situation. 
I  am  tired  of  seeing  streams  trompled,  because  the  cattle 
have  no  other  place  to  get  their  water.   There  should 
be  more  vegetation  left  on  the  creek  bottoms  left 
undisturbed.   Fencing  could  be  the  answer.   This  would 
Improve,  fishing,  hunting,  and  grazing. 

I  do  not  like  spraying,  because  It  Is  too  drastic 
a  measure.    I  favor  railing,  and  spot  burning. 
Hailing  Is  more  benlflclal  to  both  grazing  and  wildlife. 

I  sincerely  hope  some  amendments  will  be  made. 
Cattle  and  wildlife  can  live  together.  If  land  Is  managed 
properly. 


Sincerely  yours. 


QL~ 


/7lf*&)&*r7i^l*f 


Ho-Jte  2 

Filer,    Idaho  °332° 

23  March  19^2 


March  22,  1982 


Nick   Cozakos 
BLM 

Route  3 
Burley,    Idaho 


Dear  *iri 


'3318 


In  verbal  testimony  at   the  Twin   Falls  hearing  on  the  *xln   Falls  Grazing 
EIS,    I  voiced   ^reference  for  Alternative  D  from  the  choices   offered   in  the 
documentation.      However,   with  compromise,   additions  and  deletions   other 
offerings  could   be  eq-ially  acceptable, 

alternative  A  offers  notable  benefits  to  wildlife  but    f-.irther  wildlife 
and   fisheries   considerations  are  needed   for  Alternative  A  to  fce  the  preferred 
option,      I  would  like  Alternative  A  amended  to  lncludei 

1*   Additional  water  development  to  better   spread  cattle  and  to  serve 

wildlife. 
?.   Additional  and   imoroved   fencing  to  nrotect  riparian   zones  and    Improve 

conditions  of  big  game  winter  range, 
3-   Less  spray  and  more  soot  railing   in  the  Magic  Common  ^rea  to  control 
overgrown  brush  without   drastic  habitat   alteration, 

I  would  like  to  take  thl?  opportunity  to  commend  you   for  the  multiple-use 
consideration  Riven   in  the  EIS  in  the   interests  of  those  of  us  who  are  not 
permittees. 


Sincerely 


rely,  yf  \ 

illng  / 


Mr.  Nick  Cozakos 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3     Box  1 
Burley,   Idaho     83318 


Dear  Mr.  Cozakos, 

I  would  like  to  set  the  record  straight  after  doing  my  home 
work.     I  want  to  withdraw  my  oral  testlmoney  given  on  March  25th, 
1982  for  alternative  D.     I  feel  that  the  proposed  alternative 
will  be  the  best  for  all  concerned. 

But  there  should  be  more  done  for  wildlife. 

There  needs  to  be  more  water  developed  to  take  the  pressure 
off  of  the  riparian  zones  with  fencing  done  along  these  zones. 
Should  also  be  more  railing  and  spot  burning  and  a  lot  less 
spraying  with  large  enough  areas  left  to  give  the  wild  game  a 
chance  to  survive  even  in  hard  winters  that  can  occur  at  anytime. 
Not  having  to  wait  15  to  20  vears  for  brush  to  grow  back. 

With  these  few  considerations  the  Magic  Resource  area  will 
be  better  for  everyone  concerned. 

Thank  you. 


Gary  C  Deitrick 
803  Idaho  St 
Filer,  Idaho     83328 
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Response  to  letter  Wo.  28 


March  23,    1982 


Attention : 

Mr.  Nick  Cozakos 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Route  3,  box  1 

Eurley,      Idaho      83318 


28.1  Currently,  177  developed  water  facilities  are  available  for  use  by 
wildlife  and  livestock  (excluding  wildlife  guzzlers).     The  number  of 
potential   new  water  developments  is  limited  by  the  availability  of 
additional  water  and  the  topography  of  the  public  lands.     All  known 
technically  feasible  water  developments  were  Identified" for  livestock  1n 
Alternative  B  and  for  wildlife  In  Alternative  D.     Of  the  projects 
Identlfed  1n  Alternative  8,   two  wells  with  five  troughs,  one  pumping 
station  with  one  trough,  one  spring  development,  and  one  reservoir  were 
not  Included  1n  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  large  expenditure  of  funds 
which  would  be  needed  to  achieve  relatively  small  benefits.     All 
technically  feasible  water  developments  Identified  1n  Alternative  D  were 
Included  In  the  Proposed  Action. 


I  would  like  to  se=  the  final  Twin  Falls  E.I.S.  take  a 
greater  concern  for  our  wildlife,  that  would  In  turn  also 
benefit  cattle  grazers.   There  are  several  things  that 
can  be  added  to  the  proposed  action  that  will  accomplish 
this. 

Water  Is  of  primary  Importance  to  the  game  and  livestock 
utilizing  their  entire  feeding  area.    Let's  not  cut  the 
development  of  water  short  I   The  more  water  developed,  the 
les?  the  cattle  and  wildlife  have  to  concentrate,  and  the 
less  damage  they  will  do  to  the  grazing  lands.   This  Is 
healthier  for  the  land  and  the  animals. 

The  number  of  proposed  structural  developments  for  water, 
spread  out  over  the  231,298  acres  Involved,  means  one  new 
water  source  for  an  area  of  approximately  **,600  acres. 
How  Is  this  going  to  f-et  cattle  off  the  creek  bottoms? 
That  Is  a  long  way  to  walk  to  water.   If  we  do  develope 
enough  water  away  from  creek  bottoms,  we  need  to  ensure 
that  the  cattle  won't  go  back  to  their  "old  stomping  grounds" 
Only  by  fencing  these  critical  sections  of   the  creeks  in 
this  area  can  we  be  sure  of  any  success. 

W>  must  also  consider  the  feed  for  both  cattle  end  wllcllfe, 
without  dlstroylno  great  areas  of  habitat.   Thinning  the 
sagebrush  dlstroys  less  natural  habitat  andallows  for 
equal  Improvement  of  feed  for  both  wildlife  and  cattle. 
I  feel  that  the  great  areas  proposed  for  spraying  would 
have  an  adverse  effect  on  wildlife's  feed  and  habitat,  and 
may  also  provide  greater  opportunity  for  soil  erosion. 


Let's  have  the  best  E.I.S.  we  can  for  all  concerned. 


® 


March  22,  1982 


Jerry  Montgomery 
I6U5  Richmond  ^t. 
Twin   Falls,    Idaho 

March  21,    1982 


83301 


Mr.  Nick  Cozakos 
Bureau    of  Land  Management 
Route   3  Box  1 

Burley,   Idaho     83318 

Dear  Mr.  Cozakoa, 

A  note  concerning  the  meeting  of  the  BLM  on  their  ideas. 
There  was  some  good  things  on  alternate  D  but  there  are  a  few 
chanres   that  were  of  interest  to  me  that  were     not  noted, 

I  am  against  any  spraying     unless  there  is  no  other  way  to 
handle  the  situation.     The  burning  should  be  limited  to  sections — 
no  mass  burning.     I   think  if  at  all  possible  railing  should  be  the 
best  way  to  remove  any  sage  brush  that  is  necessary  to  moBfe. 

There  should  be  preca^-ions   taken  to  be  sure  the  wild  life   is 
not  endangered  with  any  operation  to  the  birdnests&  young.     There 
should  be  some  way  to  protect  the  creek  beds  from  damare  to  the 
banks  &   foliage.     As  well  as  springs  and  places  to  pet  water  for 
game  &  birds . 

They  say  there  is  netd  for  bird  ramps  on  water  tanks  and  if 
any  hel^  is  needed  to  put  some  of  them  up.  Just  ask.  I  know  It 
is  quite  a  problem  but  hope  I  can  work   for  everyone  concerned. 


■*& 


lyle  Deitrick 
Route  1 
Filer,   Idaho     83328 


Mr.  Nick  Cozakos 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  #  3,  Box   1 
Burley,  Id.   83318 

Dear  Mr.  Cozakos : 


Re:  Twin  Falls  E.I.S.   Draft 


I  do  not  think  any  of  the  alternatives  are  acceptable 
without  some  amendments.   I  want  to  retract  the  statement 
I  made  at  the  public  hearing.   I  do  not  support  Alternative  "D". 
Alternative  "D"  does  not  cover  the  problem  of  stream  protection 
any  more  than  Alternative  "A".   Alternative  "D"  lacks  good  sound 
improvements  for  wildlife.   I  believe  public  land  shculd  be 
used  by  wildlife  and  cattle  In  harmony  to  benefit  all  concerned. 
What  good  is  public  land  if  it  is  not  utilized  to  its  full 
potential.   Cattle  grazing  done  properly  can  benefit  wildlife. 
Less  cattle  grazing  Is  a  cop-out,  because  It  really  doesn't 
Improve  wildlife  habitat.   It  leaves  the  habitat  status-quo. 
Less  grazing  has  adverse  effects  on  the  economy  of  our  area. 
This  benefits  no  one. 

I  could  support  Alternative  "A*  with  certain  amendments. 
I  am  displeased  with  the  statement  in  the  E.I.S.  Draft,  that 
some  streams  exceed  State  of  Idaho  water  quality  standards  for 
water  temperature  and  bacteria  levels.   This  problem  should 
be  Improved.  Water  Is  the  key  to  good  management  in  the  Twin 
Falls  E.I.S.  area.   More  water  needs  to  be  developed  by 
pot-hole  construction,  reservoirs,  pipe  lines,  and  wildlife 
guzzlers..  More  water  available  would  spread  out  the  concentra- 
tions of  cattle  and  would  Increase  the  use  of  unused  areas. 
Water  development  Is  Important  to  the  grazers  and  wildlife.   I 
feel  more  stream  bottoms  should  be  fenced  In  critical  areas, 
such  as;  Upper  McMullen  Creek,  Upper  and  Lower  Cottonwood  Creek, 
Fifth  Fork  of  Rock  Creek,  Upper  Deep  Creek  and  parts  of  Salmon 
Falls  Creek. 


In  Alternative  "A"  there  Is  entirely  too  much  spraying. 
I  fe°l  railing  In  the  sage  grouse  areas  would  be  better  and 
more  beneficial.   The  sage  brush  needs  thinned,  not  removed. 
Spot  burning  In  these  areas  would  also  be  an  Improvement. 


22 


® 


The  critical  winter  range  for  mule  deer  Is  not  In  real 
bad  shape,  but  needs  more  consideration  and  Improvement. 
Spot  burning  and  railing  needs  to  be  done.   The  spot  burning 
should  be  done  In  small  land  areas,  not  In  excess  of  forty 
acres.   I  have  observed  deer  use  of  burned  areas.   The  deer 
seek  out  such  areas,  because  of  the  new  growth  of  forbs. 
Railing ,  because  of  the  thinning  process ,  would  benefit  both 
cattle  and  deer. . 

I  would  like  to  commend  the  B.L.M.  on  their  efforts  to 
Inform  t°e  concerned  sportsmen.  Sportsmen  appreciate  these 
efforts. 

I  would  like  to  also  commend  the  ranchers  In  this  E.I.S. 
area.   They  have  been  very  helpful  and  show  a  definite  concern 
for  wildlife.   With  combined  efforts  of  the  grazers,  B.L.M. , 
and  the  sportsmen,  the  Twin  Falls  Area  can  be  made  better 
and  beneficial  to  all  concerned. 


Jerry  Conley,  Director  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
Representative  Noy  Brackett 
Gary  Will,  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
Bill  Klnsey,  Western  Stockprowers 
Tom  Sharp,  Grazer 


Nlok  Jamee  Cotakos 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Lund  Nan .gement 
Ruutc  '.,  box  l 
Hurley,  Idaho  o*,31n* 


March  23,  1962 

Stan  Ms  Hon 

director 

Twin  Falls  Quo    Club 

Routo  1 

Filer,    Idaho  833^8 


In   response    tu    the   Twin   falls  Grazing   Environmental    Impact 
^tatcarut    dated   January    iy<52. 

Am  a   Furmer,    oporttaoan  and   a   Director  of    the    Twin  Falls  Gun 
Club  of    which    then    1a  appro*.     I  [>0  active    Life   and   annual  members, 
the    following  are   comments  and   suggestions   tu    the  EI5  draft   and    bLM 
management. 

Of    the  alternative,   proposed,    proposed   action   Alternative   "A" 
is    the  nubt    acceptlbla    with  m>-  li  t  icat  ioiib,    plus  what    further   research 
and   public   input   will    indicate. 

Vegetative  Allocation;  Wildlife  should  have  a  larger  Increase 
in  relation   to   Increased    livestock    AUM's   in    long  range    planing: 

Grazing  Management ;    A   decrease    in   custodial    land   acres,    include 
these   in   the  management    plains  of    the    surl-ounaing  allotments  where 
located. 

Glazing  Treatments;  A  leviued  jtudy  in  th<  area's  of  critical 
upland  game  t-ird  nesting  and  rearing  irea '  a  and  mule  deer  critical 
summer  and   winter    range    in   relation    to   early    and    late  grazing  dates: 

Kan(;e    Development;  More    Water    the    better !  .development    oi    more    water 
would   enhance    wildlife,    livestock    and    fishery's  and    would    reduce 
degradation  of   riparian   area's.    Uae  "f    ..peciai    directing    fence's 
would    lirect    I  lvv stock   away    from    theae    ri  {.an  a:i  area  '&   to   developed 


L-ir.d   Treatments;    Let,a    spraying,    bettn     .  .jnlrt- 1  led    burns,    use   of 
multiple    for -t,e    seeding,    mure    railing  aivl   seed    drilling   to   provide 
edge    01     stri    b   ul    tiut.itut     f»r     wildlife    una    increased    forage    for 

livestock. 

Tile  proposed  ac  ion  along  with  jomtnLfits  and  suggestions  will 
increase  the  multiple  u&e,  economy  of  ranchers,  recreation,  sportsman 
and  related  .-.ervjees  ;o  these  groups  in  the  Twin  falls  area.  By  these 
group.,  wording  ' ■■■(■,. -1  i,fi  tne  nultiple  use  concept  will  work.  Please 
keepuv.  informed.  Thank  yo-i. 


io 


#&% 


id<iho    2dLtle 


Tallt,  Gun   Club 


Halph   Andrews 

Route   2 

Filer,  Idaho  83328 


Mr,  Nick  Cozakos 
Burley  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3,  Box  1 
Hurley,  Idaho  83318 

Dear  Mr.  Cozakos 1 


At  the  public  hearing  (Feb.  25)  I  went  on  record  as  a  sportsman  oppossing 
alternative  A  in  favor  of  alternative  D.   However  while  Alternative  D 
reduces  livestock  use  it    does  very  little  else  to  improve  wildlife 
habitat. 

Although  Alternative  A  shows  an  increase  in  livestock  grazing  it  does 
provide  a  few  habitat  improvements.   As  they  are  currently  written  I 
can  not  support  A  or  D.   I  feel  that  the  answer  lies  somewhere  between 
A  and  D. 


I  would  like  to  suggesti 

1.  Spot  burning  instead  of  large  solid  burns. 

2.  More  railing  instead  of  spraying. 

3.  Critical  wildlife  areas  (especially  wintering  range)  be  reserved 
and  improved  for  that  purpose  only, 

I*.   More  water  development  (potholes,  game  guzzlers,  etc.J. 
5.  Fence  creek  bottoms. 


Respectfullyi 
Ralph  Andrews 


stisuL  JA*     ^^J.  .i,U.~  %  .    ■■■+    /A. 

#*£■&*  vi  s-ux  a<iaj  *,u  ^.^t,..  S«:J 

t«*     ■A/r.c.  jib     jSj-M^aAlij    x     ^St&x. 
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TO:  Burley  District  Office,   Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Burley,    Idaho 

(Attn:     Scott  Anderson,  Magic  Resource  Area  Manager) 

FROM:  Area  Manager,   FWS,    Idaho/Nevada  Area,   Boise,   Idaho 

(ES) 

SUBJECT:       Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement,  Twin  Falls  Livestock 
firazing  Program,    Idaho  (EC  82/2) 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  have  the  following  comments. 
General  Comments 

I  This  draft  environmental    impact  statement  seems  to  be   trying  to  justify 
Alternative  A,   the  preferred  alternative,  without  having  defined  the  purpose 
of  and  need  for  the  action.     Alternative  A,   the  Proposed  Action,   fails  to 
treat  fish  and  wildlife  resources  equally  with  livestock  grazing.     The  state- 
ment particularly  minimizes  the  adverse  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  on 
riparian  vegetation  and  aquatic  habitat.     A  preferred  alternative  should  show 
a  more  even  balance  between  economic  development  and  environmental    protection. 
We  suggest  you  modify  the  Proposed  Action  to   include  more  measures  for  the 
conservation  and  development  of  fish  and  wildlife  or  design  another  alternative 
which  combines  the  characteristics  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternative  D, 
Reduced  Livestock  Use. 

Specific  Comments 

34.1  Pages  1  and  2.     The  statement  should  more  clearly  and  positively  specify  the 
(cont.)      underlying  purpose  and  need  to  which   the  agency  is   responding.      For  example, 

it  does  not  show  a  need   to   increase  livestock  use.      It  definitely  should  ex- 
press the  need  to  restore  and  rehabilitate  resources  damaged  by  grazing. 
This  would  help  in  analyzing   the  various  alternatives. 

34.2  I  Page  5,   1st  paragraph.     The  objective  of  the  Proposed  Action  should  reflect 

a  more  balanced  position.      If  the  enhancement  of  social   and  economic  status 
|  is  to  be  part  of  it,   then  the  improvement  of  the  environment  should  be  included. 

Page  6,  6th  Objective.     This  statement  is  misleading  and  should  be  corrected. 
On  page  60,   the   penultimate  paragraph   says,    "The  remaining  445.5  acres  of 
such  vegetation  would  continue  to  be  adversely  affected   by  heavy  livestock 
grazing  and   trampling."     This   is  not  maintenance  of  riparian  habitat.     We 
recommend  the  Proposed  Action   include  measures  to  protect  all  wetland  riparian 
habitat.     Executive  Order  11990  -  Protection  of  Wetlands  (May  24,   1977)  re- 
quires federal    agencies  to  minimize  the  destruction,   loss  or  degradation  of 
wetlands. 


Page  24,  Alternative  D.     We  prefer  this  alternative  because   it  would  provide 
a  better  balance  of  environmental    protection  and  economic  development.     Al- 
though $35,000  would  be  spent  for  additional   wildlife  developments  or  projects, 
$559,667  would  be  saved  by  omitting  the  range  developments  and  land   treatments 
for  livestock. 

34.4      I  Page  32,  Goal   3.     The  statement  that  Alternative  D  would  cause  economic  hard- 
I  ship  is  subjective  and   is  not  supported.      It  should  be  documented,    if  true. 

Page  33,  Goal   5.     We  consider  Alternative  D  to  be  a  better  attempt  at  balanc- 
ing all   uses  and  users  of  the  range  resources.     Alternative  A  benefits   livestock 
use  to  the  detriment  of  wildlife  habitat. 

Page  33,  Goal  6.  Alternative  D  would  achieve  this  goal  more  effectively  than 
the  Proposed  Action  because  of  the  latter* s  adverse  effects  on  fisheries  and 
riparian  vegetation. 

Page  60,  8th  paragraph.     Protecting  only  35.5  acres  of  riparian  vegetation 
out  of  481  acres  seems   inadequate   for  the  preferred  alternative.     All    riparian 
vegetation  should  be   protected. 


Page  61,   2nd  paragraph 


This  alternative  protects  less  than  half  of  the  ripar- 
Yet  the  objective  is  to  "maximize"  non-livestock  use.     Again, 


ian  vegetation 

all    riparian  vegetation  should  be  protected 


cc:      FWS/OEC,   Washington,   D.C. 
FWS,  SE.   Boise,   Idaho 


Response  to  Letter  No.   34 


34.1  According  to  40  CFR  Part   1502.13  Purpose  and  need,   "The  statement  shall 
briefly  specify  the  underlying  purpose  and  need  to  which   the  agency  is 
responding  in   proposing  the  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action." 
A  detailed  discussion  of  the  purpose  and  need   is  not   indicative  of  this 
statement.     The  fact  that  livestock  grazing  is  causing  some  resource 
degradation   is   identified  with  the  purpose  indicated  as  "to  access  these 
problems  and  alternative  strategies   for  resolving  them."     Whether  an 
increase   (or  decrease)   in  livestock  use  1s  desirable  or  practical    is 
identified  as  a  public  concern   (page  2).     Also,  specific  Issues  of  public 
concern  are  identified,  overall   and  specific  objectives  for  each  alterna- 
tive are  discussed  in  Chapter  2,  and  descriptions  included  in  Chapter  3  - 
Affected   Environment  -  are  intended  to  identify  the  resource  problems,  as 
well   as  current  conditions  that  exist  in  the  EIS  area   presently.      It  Is 
these  current   trends,  conditions,  etc.,  which   identify  the  reasons  why 
the  livestock  grazing  management   program  is  being  proposed. 

34.2  Though  "The  overall   objective  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  to  prevent 
deterioration  of   soil,  vegetation,  and   related   sources   ...,"  an 
examination  of  Table  "2-14,   page   29-31,  shows  numerous  benefits  to  these 
resources   resulting   from  the  Proposed  Action.     For  example,  71  percent  of 
the  public   land  In  the  EIS  area   Is  projected  to  have  a  decrease  in 
potential    soil    erosion  rates  and  there  would  be  a   19  percent  Increase  1n 
the  amount  of  vegetation  In  good  condition. 

34.3  See  Response  2.7. 

34.4  Data  supporting  the  statement  that  Alternative  D  would  cause  economic 
hardship  is  found  1n  the  Economic  section  of  Chapter  4  -  Envrionmental 
Consequences  (page  96-100). 


34.5  See  Response  2.7. 
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Conservation  St  Fduratl 


MAGIC 

VALLEY 

FLY    FISHERMEN 


Mr.   Nick  Cozakos 

Bureau   of   Land   Management 

Route    #3   Box   1 

Barley, Idaho  83318 


Dear  Mr.  Cozakos : 


March  23,  1982 


RerTwin  Falls  E.I.S.  Draft 


While  It  Is  very  difficult  to  try  to  digest  the 
entire  contents  of  this  draft, I  would  like  to  give  some  input  on 
behalf  of  the  Magic  Valley  Ply  Fishers  regarding  stream  bank  erosion 
and  water  quality.  The  Magic  Valley  Fly  Fishers  are  not  anti-live- 
stock  but  we  do  not  believe  an  increase  in  liTestock  grazing  is  go- 
ing- to  make  the  problem  any  better.  We  do  not  believe  reduced  lire- 
stock  use  would  help  either  as  this  would  adversely  affect  the  ranch- 
ers. 

We  believe  a  balance  should  be  struck  to  benefit 
all  of  those  who  would  use  the  land  and  water  for  a  living  and  for 
recreation.  Something  has  to  be  done  to  find  alternate  sources  of 
water  for  the  cattle  so  they  won't  have  to  travel  into  the  streams. 
This  would  keep  the  stream  banks  from  becoming  trampled  and  allowing 
the  soil  to  shift  Into  the  water, causing  added  siltatlon.  As  this 
siltation  builds  up, the  depth  of  the  stream  is  decreased  and  the 
temperature  subsequently  Increases  and  both  insect  and  fish  life 
will  no  longer  exist. 

The  cattle  also  trample  the  vegetation  along  the 
stream  bank  and  without  vegetation  there  would  be  no  aquatic  insects. 
The  ecological  balance  is  either  upset  or  destroyed.   Fencing  the 
streams  with  fences  like  those  on  the  Little  Wood  River  would  help 
keep  the  cattle  away  from  the  streams.  Replant  vegetation  along  the 
stream  banks.and  in  time, the  insects  would  return  and  the  fish  life 
would  improve. 


As  I  mentioned  before,  there  has  to  be  a  balance 
struck  so  that  all  those  who  use  the  land  and  water  can  ^o  so 
through  thoughtful  management  of  both.  The  Magic  Valley  Fly  Fishers 
hope  that  this  input  is  of  some  help  to  you  in  vour  attempt  to  ad- 
dress the  manv  problems  you  face  in  this  project.  We  would  like  to 
commend  you  on  the  remarkable  ,1ob  vou  have  done  in  putting  this 
draft  together. 


Very  truly  yours. 


cc : Jerry  Conley,Dir.  Idaho  Fish  &  Game 
Gary  Will .Idaho  Fish  &  Game 
Rep.  Noy  Brackett 
Sen.  Laird  Noh 


Dick  Bonamarte 
Conservation  Chairman 
Magic  Valley  Fly  Fishers 
Representing  90   members 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  36 


Kimberly,  Idaho  833U. 
March  2U,   1982 


Burley  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3,  Box  1 
Burley,  Idaho  63318 

Dear  Sirs; 

I  would  Like  to  compliment  the  Burley  District  BLM  for  writing  the 
best  draft  KIS  of  the  ones  I  have  studied,     alternative  A,   the  proposed 
action,  is  a  sensible  and  practical  plan  that  allows  for  resource  use 
at  a  level  which  should  enhance  improvement  of  the  forage  production  for 
livestock  and  browse  for  wildlife.     I  believe  it  is  also  important  to 
plan  for  improvements  like  vegetation  rehabilitation. 

With  the  proposed  range  Improvements  and  establishment  of  grazing 
systems  other  than  continuous  use  or  seasonal  use,  the  forage  available 
for  livestock  and  wildlife  will  increase  in  those  area*  directly  effected 
and  indiractly  effect  the  remainder  of  the  range. 

I  suggest  that  actual  use  records  and  a  good  utilization  check  are 
the  best  tools  for  stocking  rate  adjustments.  The  nSVD*''  procedures  are 
not  accurate  enough  for  decisions  which  Jepordiee  a  livestock  operator's 
stability. 

I  question  the  success  of  fencing  riparian  habitat.     The  fence  may 
create  more  environmental  disturbance  than  it  prevents,   and  it  is  sure 
I  to  be  a  maintenance  nightmare. 

I  suggest  that  the  HLK  involve  the  permittee  extensively  in  the 
dldsions  effecting  his  allotment  because  no.  one  knows  the  range  better 
and  how  the  livestock  and  wildlife  will  react  to  a  change  of  management. 


Sincerely. 

*&~  <*M — L, 

Glenn  E.   Shevmeker 


36.1  The  inventory  procedure  used  was  developed  and  tested  by  the  SCS  for  use 
on  rangelands.     Actual    use,  utilization,  and  trend  data  will   be  used   to 
evaluate  adjustments  in  initial   allocations.     These  studies  are  standard 
operating   procedures  and  will    be  continued    in  the   future  and  will 
ultimately  determine  the  long-term  stocking  rates  and  management  methods. 
Also  see  page  6  of  the  Draft   EIS. 

36.2  An   Environmental    Assessment    (EA)   will    be  prepared    for  each   project 
included  in  the  alternative  selected    for   implementation.      The  purpose  of 
the  EA  is  to  identify  the  need   for  the  project,  to  assess  the  potential 
impacts  that   implementation  of  the  project  would  have,  and  to  determine 
the  least  environmentally  damaging  method  of   installation,  project 
location,  and   so  forth.      In  addition   to  the  EA,   all    projects  will   be 
monitored   to  determine  the  success  of  the  project    in  meeting   the  purposes 
identified  and  to  insure  that  actual    Impacts  are  not   greater  than  those 
projected   in  the  EA. 

36.3  Grazing   permittees   have  been   involved   through  the  entire  planning    -   EIS 
process.      This   involvement  will   continue  through  the  decision  and 
implementation   process.     The  permittees  have  been  and  will   continue  to  be 
involved  with  collection  of  resource  study  information   in  their  assigned 
allotments.     These  permittees  will   be  involved  as  cooperators   in  the 
development  of  management   plans  that   Involve  their  operations. 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  37 


March  2kt    I982 


37.1  A  proposal   to  fence  the  Fifth  Fork  of  Rock  Creek  Mas  not  Included  1n  the 
EIS  under  any  of  the  five  alternatives. 

37.2  See  Response  6,2. 


Bureau  of  Land   Management 
Burley   District  Office 
Route   3,   Box  1 
Burley,    ID     833I8 


Attention! 


jcott  Anderson 

Magic  -tesource  Area  Manager 


After  looking  over  the  Environmental  Impact  .Statement  Draft  I 
feel  the  proposed  action  A  or  B  would  be  the  most  beneficial 
to  all  concerned. 

I  However  in  these  proposals  I  do  not  see  the  need  for  additional 
fences,  particularly  the  one  mentioned  for  Fifth  Forki  I  cannot 
see  the  benefit  of  this  proposed  fence. 

It  seems  that  it  would  be  quite  difficult  to  ever  set  aside 
areas  and  mark  them  as  special  archeological  sites  when  the 
history  of  this  area  very  definitely  shows  that  the  Indians 
hunted  and  used  the  entire  area  in  question. 

sincerely. 


jhari  Helman 

.lock  Creek  resident 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  38 

38.1  The  area  denoted  as  critical  sage  grouse  range  was  identified  through 
aerial  surveys  done  1n  conjunction  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  F1sh  and 
Game.  It  has  been  determined  that  a  high  percentage  of  sage  grouse  nests 
are  found  within  two  miles  of  a  strutting  ground  (Gill  1965,  Gray  1967, 
Martin  1967,  1970).  This  critical  area  1s  known  as  a  breeding  complex. 

If  very  few  birds  are  present  it  Is  even  more  critical  that  their  habitat 
not  be  eliminated  through  the  removal  of  sagebrush.  Enhancement  measures 
need  to  be  Incorporated.  For  food,  sage  grouse  are  solely  dependent  upon 
sagebrush  from  October  through  April  of  each  year.  Sagebrush  is  also 
critical  for  winter  nesting,  brood  rearing  and  escape  cover.  Open 
meadows  and  wet  areas  are  critical  for  brood  rearing  and  should  be 
protected  against  any  type  of  deterioration.  Through  proper  planning  1n 
the  layout  and  design  of  proposed  treatment  areas,  sagebrush  habitat  can 
be  enhanced  for  both  wildlife  and  livestock. 

References: 

Gill,  R.  B.  1965.  EFFECTS  OF  SAGEBRUSH  CONTROL  ON  DISTRIBUTION  AND 
MOVEMENTS  OF  SAGE  GROUSE.  Colorado  Game,  Fish  and  Park  Department. 
Game  Research  Report.  Apirl.  Part  3.  W-37-R-17. 

Gray,  G.  M.   1967.   ECOLOGICAL  STUDY  OF  SAGE  GROUSE  BROODS  WITH  REFERENCE 
TO  NESTING,  MOVEMENTS,  F000  HABITS  AND  SAGEBRUSH  STRIP -SPRAYING  IN 
CLARK  COUNTY,  IDAHO.  M.  S.  Thesis.  University  of  Idaho.  Moscow,  Idaho. 

Martin,  N.   1967.   EFFECTS  OF  SAGEBRUSH  MANIPULATION  ON  SAGE  GROUSE.   Job 
Completion  Report  W-91-R-6  and  W-91-R-7.  Montana. 

Martin,  N.  S.   1970.   SAGEBRUSH  CONTROL  RELATED  TO  HABITAT  AND  SAGE 
GROUSE  OCCURRENCE.  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management.  34(2):  313-320. 
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Weshn  Building.  Room  1920 

2001  Sixth  Avenue 
Senile.  Washington  °8I2I 


1202-03(PNR-E) 
DES-82/2 

March  23,  1982 


To:      District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Burley,  Idaho 
Attention:  Scott  Anderson,  Magic  Resource  Area  Manager 

From:    Acting  Associate  Regional  Director,  External  Services, 
Pacific  Northwest  Region 

Subject:  Twin  Falls  Livestock  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Draft  Addendum 


We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  find  no  indication  of  adverse 
impacts  upon  recreational,  historical  or  archeological  resources. 


f£J^(^/Un£^ 


Richard  L.  Winters 


38.2  See  Response  37.1. 
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March  25,    1962 


Mr.    Nick  J.    Cozakos 
%  BLM  Office 
Rt  #3,    Box  #1 
Burley,   Idaho 
83316 


Nick  James   Cozakos,   Dist,   Mgr .   or 
Mike  Haase,    Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3>    Box  1 
Burley,    Idaho     ?33ie 


He: 


E.I.S. 


To  Whom  it  may  concern: 

The   N  Ranch  of  Kimberly  and  all   those  people 
involved   therein  prefer  Plan  A  and   EB  or  any 
combination  thereof.     This  being   true  for  many 
and  various  reasons   too  numerous    to  mention 
unless  specifically  requested. 

Yours   very  truly, 


9&SSZtl 


Kinsey  and 
WiLmoth  Kinsey 
Owner,  Operator 


Dear  Mr.  Cozakos, 

Being  a  lifetime  native  of  Magic  Valley,  an  avid  sportsman  and  an 
aggressive  businessman  I  have  a  deep  interest  in  anything  that  may 
affect  the  lifestyle  and  economics  of  my  chosen  area.   With  re- 
ference to  the  various  options  proposed  for  range  management  in 
the  South  Hills  of  Magic  Valley  let  me  go  on  record  as  favoring 
Plan  "A"  with  Plan  "B"  as  the  only  other  viable  alternative. 

My  conception  is  that  Plan  "A"  would  maintain  the  range  in  a 
wild  state  for  the  deer  and  other  wild  life  which  are  so  very 
important  to  me  while  at  the  same  time  providing  (through  animal 
watering  management)  increased  AMUs  for  cattlemen  and,  of  course, 
the  wildlife. 

Plan  "B"  as  I  see  it  would  basically  maintain  the  status  quo  which 
has  proven  so  successful  over  the  past  thirty  to  forty  years.   It 
is  apparent  to  me  that  with  the  healthy  deer  herds  and  successful 
cattle  operations  in  that  area  that  the  current  range  management 
technique  has  been  basically  correct. 

As  a  sportsman  I  am  very  interested  in  good  game  management  and 
maintainance  of,  or  improvement  of,  game  herds  for  sporting  and 
esthetic  purposes.   I  want  my  children,  grandchildren  and  generations 
to  come  to  be  able  to  picnic  in  the  South  Hills  and  enjoy  the 
flora  and  fauna  indiginous  to  the  area.   At  the  same  time  I  am 
businessman  enough  to  know  that  controlled  development  to  improve 
cattle  operations  to  provide  ranchers  with  the  all  american  dream, 
the  profit  incentive,  is  important  and  the  very  backbone  of  our 
agriculture  minded  Magic  Valley. 


Let  me  restate  that  I  support  Plan 
workable  alternative. 


with  Plan  "B"  as  the  only 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration  in  this  very  important  matter. 


Sincerely,. 


J*  Robin  Kinsey   R.Ph 
JRK/aw 
cc  Jerry  Conolly  IF&G,  Bill  Kinsey,  Western  Stockgrowers 
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Route  2 
Kimberlv*    Idaho 


March  25,    l?f2 


Route   iC2 

Kimberly,    Idaho     633U 


March  25,   1962 


Mick  J.   Cozakoc,    Dist,   Mr^r.    or 
Mike  riaase,   Team  Leader 
bureau  of  Land  Kaaapement 
Route  3»    fJox  1 
hurley,   Idaho     £3316 

Dear  Sir: 

It  is  iry  observation   that  after  reading   the 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  Plan  A  or  B  far 

outweighs  any  of   the  other  plans  in  desirability  for 

this   area   south   of  Twin  Falls. 

I've  observed  many  deer  on  private   land   in  winter 

and  summer.     We  believe   that  the  range   has   been  well 

managed  for  wildlife  interests,    ranchers*    interests  and 

the  interests  of  the  community.     The  E.I.S.    as  I  read 

it  more   than  takes  care  of   the  wildlife  needs. 


Sincerely  yours, 


ifrct^ 


Nick  J.   Cozakos,  Dist.   Mgr.   or 
Mike  Haase,   Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3,    Box  1 
Burftey,    Idaho     83318 

Dear  Sir; 

I  would   like   to  lend  my  support  to  Plan  A  or  B  ef  the 

Environmental   Impact  Statement.     My  considered  Judgement 

that  the  E.I.S.   under  A  or  B  takes   the   considered  Interests 

of  all  areas  conoerned  as  regards  of  the  users  of  public 

range  and   I  haw  been  assured  different  wildlife  concerns 

in  this  area  are  well  provided  for  and  well   taken  care  of. 

I  also  realize   the  value  of   the  multiple  use  concept  and 

further  believe   that  for   the  good  of  all  concerned   these 

will  be   the  best  plane. 

Sincerely, 


<£>trtAu/1).  (S^- 
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March  25,   1982 
Twin  falls,   Idaho 


® 
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Maroh  25,    1982 
Filer,   Idaho 


Nlok  James  Cotakos,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3,   Box  1 
Burley,   Idaho  83318 

Dear  Sin 

The  Magio  Valley  Cattlemens  Association  would  like  to 
go  on  reoord  not  In  support  of  any  on*  single  alternative. 
but  as  an  organisation  to  show  support  of  this  lend  for 
continued  livestock  gracing  in  cooperation  with  wildlife 
and  recreation  use. 

We  believe  the  livestock  people  are  the  ultimate  environment- 
alists as  we  wish  to  preserve  our  lands  for  future  generations, 
at  the  same  time  deriving  a  living  as  well  as  pleasure  from 
this  land. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  attitude  of  Idaho  Fish  and  Game, 
We  feel  they  have  taken  Information  out  of  context  from 
this  draft  and  have  provided  area  sportsmen  information 
that  is  detrimental  to  the  economey  of  this  area. 


Sc^i^tL^^ 


Norman  Schnitker 

President 

Magic  Valley  Cattlemens  Association 


Burley  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attention.      Scott  Anderson,    Magic   Resource  Area   Manager 

Route   3,    Box  1 

Burley,  Idaho  83318 


Concerning  the  Twin  Falls  Livestock  Gracing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  Draft, 

I  wish  to  show  my  support  of  Alternative  "A"  as  long 

as  it  is  considered  a  draft  to  be  used  ns  a  guideline  to 

determine  future  policy  for  the  use  of  Bureau  administered 

land. 

I  would  recommend  this  as  a   plan  that  can  be  amended  to 
suit  all  users  of  this  land  with  consideration  to  changes 
that  could  become  necessary  as  time  requires. 


Sincerely, 


./*V 
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IDAHO  DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 

600  South  Walnut  •  Box  25 

Boise  •  Idaho  •  83707 

March  26,    1982 


Mr.  Nick  Cozakos,  District  Manager 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3,  Box  1 
Burley,  ID  83318 

Dear  Mr.  Cozakos: 

We  have  reviewed  the  "Twin  Falls  Grazing  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement"  and  offer  the  following  comments  on  the  five  alternatives 
presented  in  the  document. 

A,   Chapter  2,  Alternatives  including  the  Proposed  Action,  Pages  3-33. 

1.    Alternative  A.  Proposed  Action  (Preferred  Alternative,  pages 


Even  though  the  proposed  action  allocates  sufficient 
forage  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  big  game  populations 
projected  by  the  Department  through  1990,  we  find  it 
lacking  for  the  following  reasons: 

(1)  The  overall  objective  of  Alternative  A  is  inadequate. 
As  stated  on  page  5,  paragraph  2,  lines  1-4,  "The 
overall  objective  of  the  proposed  action  Is  to 
prevent  deterioration  of  soil,  vegetation,  and 
related  resources  by  allocating  forage  among  competing 
uses,  while  maintaining  or  enhancing  the  social  and 
economic  status  quo."  The  overall  objective  should 

be  to  "improve"  soil ,  vegetation,  riparian  and  range 
conditions,  not  simply  maintain  existing  conditions. 

(2)  Forage  allocations  to  livestock  would  increase  from 
54,472  AUM's  (past  six  year  average  licensed  use)  to 
71,210  AUM's,  an  Increase  of  31%.   This  is  a  572 
increase  above  actual  authorized  use  (preference). 
This  level  of  grazing  would  adversely  impact  important 
mule  deer  and  upland  game  habitat  and  most  riparian 
areas  would  show  no  improvement.   The  increase  in 
numbers  of  livestock  on  these  ranges  will  create 
wildlife  displacement  which  was  not  adequately 
addressed. 


(5) 


Range  treatment  projects  totalling  13,544  acres  and 
seeding  maintenance  projects  totalling  32,954  acres 
would  seriously  impact  important  mule  deer  and  sage 
grouse  habitat.   On  important  mule  deer  and  sage 
grouse  ranges,  we  recommend  no  treatment  unless  it 
improves  the  habitat  for  these  two  species. 

The  amount  of  monies  that  will  be  spent  on  developments, 
treatments,  etc.,  for  livestock  amounts  to  5.4  times 
greater  than  the  amount  to  be  spent  on  wildlife. 
Wildlife  developments  (Table  2-6,  page  13)  are 
Insufficient  because  too  few  acres  would  be  improved 
specifically  for  wildlife  species.   Many  allotments 
could  be  Improved  significantly  for  wildlife,  especially 
mule  deer  and  upland  game,  through  well  planned  and 
executed  projects  which  could  include  controlled 
burning,  chaining  and  interseeding  of  forbs  and 
legumes.   Range  treatments  Included  in  the  proposed 
action  are  designed  primarily  to  increase  forage  for 
livestock  and  anticipated  benefits  for  game  species 
are  used  to  help  justify  the  treatments.   In  many 
instances  these  treatments  would  be  more  detrimental 
than  beneficial  to  the  animals  involved. 

Under  new  rules  and  regulations  recently  adopted  by 
the  BLM,  permittees  will  be  required  to  assume 
responsibilities  for  range  Improvement  developments 
and  maintenance.   New  water  developments  along  with 
existing  structures  will  attract  a  variety  of  wildlife 
species.   If  these  water  sources  are  shut  off  when 
livestock  are  removed  from  pastures  during  the 
summer  months,  severe  impacts  will  occur.   Provision 
should  be  made  to  continue  water  supplies  through 
the  month  of  September. 

Continued  early  spring,  fall  and  winter  livestock 
grazing  on  at  least  three  key  allotments  (Western 
Stockgrowers,  Point  Ranch,  Lost  Creek-U2)  important 
to  wintering  mule  deer  would  result  in  (a)  continued 
mule  deer/livestock  competition  for  both  forage  and 
space,  (b)  unnecessary  mule  deer  stress  and  potential 
reduced  productivity,  and  (c)  little  or  no  Improvement 
In  range  conditions.   We  would  recommend  livestock 
grazing  on  important  mule  deer  winter  ranges  in 
these  allotments  not  begin  until  May  1  and  terminate 
no  later  than  August  31. 


»  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER  • 
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Mr.  Nick  Cozakos 
March  26,  1982 
Page  7 
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Mr.  Nick  Cozakos 
March  26,  1982 
Page  8 


Chapter  3,  Affected  Environment,  Pages  35-51. 


populations  and  distributions 


1.  Wildlife,  pages  42-44. 

Descriptions  of  existing  wildlife 
seem  adequate. 

2.  Aquatic  Wildlife,  page  44. 

The  last  sentence  in  paragraph  2  referring  to  the  four  streams 
with  the  best  game  fish  populations  (Fifth  Fork  Rock  Creek, 
McMullen  Creek,  Salmon  Falls  Creek,  Shoshone  Creek)  reads, 
"The  trout  fishery  le  maintained  via  a  stocking  program  by  the 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game."  This  is  not  technically 
correct.   No  trout  are  stocked  in  either  McMullen  Creek  or  the 
Fifth  Fork  of  Rock  Creek  and  both  of  these  streams  have  good 
self-sustaining  wild  trout  populations.   Limited  supplemental 
plants  of  catchable  rainbow  are  made  in  sections  of  Shoshone 
Creek  and  Salmon  Falls  Creek,  but  each  of  these  streams  has  a 
good  population  of  wild  trout.   Brown  trout  fry  have  been 
stocked  in  Salmon  Falls  Creek  In  past  years  and  portions  of 
the  stream  between  the  Nevada  state  line  and  the  reservoir 
backwaters  have  good  natural  reproduction  of  brown  trout. 
Shoshone  Creek  currently  receives  annual  stockings  of  brown 
trout  but  natural  reproduction  of  browns  is  occurring  on 
portions  of  the  stream. 

C.   Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences,  pages  53-102. 

1.   Wildlife,  Big  Game,  pages  74-80. 

a.  Under  "Grazing  Systems,"  pages  75-76,  BLM  states  livestock 
should  not  be  allowed  to  graze  critical  mule  deer  winter 
range  after  September  30.   We  recommend  no  livestock 
grazing  be  permitted  before  May  1  or  after  August  31. 

b.  Under  "Range  Improvements,"  page  78,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  any  brush  removal  (i.e.  sagebrush,  serviceberry , 
bitterbrush,  etc.)  on  critical  mule  deer  winter  range 
would  be  extremely  detrimental  to  wintering  deer  because 
of  loss  of  forage  and/or  thermal  and  hiding  cover. 
"Critical"  mule  deer  winter  range  should  be  managed 
primarily  for  mule  deer  and  range  treatments  should  be 
authorized  only  if  they  "improve"  conditions  for  wintering 
deer. 


c.    Page  78,  paragraph  4,  sentence  2  states,  "The  two  percent 
of  critical  mule  deer  winter  range  scheduled  to  be  burned 
and  drill-seeded  to  perennial  grasses  and  forbs  would 
■7   |     enhance  wildlife  habitat  values."  The  statement  Is  not 
correct.   Burning  critical  mule  deer  winter  ranges  and 
seeding  them  to  perennial  grasses  and  forbs  will  eliminate 
important  browse  species  needed  for  winter  forage  and 
cannot  be  Justified. 

2.   Wildlife,  Upland  Game,  pages  80-84. 

a.  Under  "Range  Improvements,"  page  82,  paragraph  6  states, 
"Burning  can  create  a  diversity  of  usable  sage  grouse 
habitat.   The  edge  effect  would  be  enhanced.   Sage  grouse 

„      habitat  burned  In  small  patches  (Klebenow  and  Beall, 

1977)  and  on  a  rotational  basis  would  be  most  beneficial 
to  sage  grouse."   It  should  be  pointed  out  such  burning 
enhances  sage  grouse  brood-rearing  habitat  but  may  be 
detrimental  to  wintering  and  nesting  birds  which  depend 
heavily  on  dense  sagebrush. 

b.  Under  Range  Improvements,"  page  84,  paragraph  3  states, 
"No  range  improvements  are  scheduled  under  the  Reduced 
Livestock  Use  Alternative.   The  wildlife  projects  to  be 
developed  would  enhance  the  sage  grouse  habitat.   The 
lack  of  new  land  treatments  or  maintenance  of  existing 
treatments  would  result  in  sage  grouse  nesting  and  brood- 
rearing  habitat  becoming  'choked'  with  dense  vegetation 
and  thus  being  less  productive.   Sage  grouse  productivity 
would  decline  if  natural  factors  did  not  open  up  these 
critical  habitat  areas."  Maintenance  of  existing  treatments 
would  be  beneficial  to  sage  grouse  only  on  brood-rearing 
areas  where  sagebrush  is  not  critical  and  10-15  percent 
canopy  coverage  is  adequate  for  thermal  and  hiding  cover. 
Maintenance  of  existing  treatments  within  nesting  and 
wintering  areas  would  be  detrimental  since  sage  grouse 
require  dense  sagebrush  in  these  areas.   It  is  doubtful 
that,  under  the  Reduced  Livestock  Alternative,  brood- 
rearing  habitat  would  become  "choked"  with  dense  vegetation 
and  become  less  productive. 
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Wildlife,  Threatened,  Endangered,  Sensitive,  High  Interest, 
Nongame  Wildlife,  pages  87-90. 

a.    Page  87,  paragraph  10,  lines  1-3,  implies  mountain  quail, 

river  otter  and  beaver  are  nongame  species.   The  Department 
has  classified  the  river  otter  and  beaver  as  furbearers 
and  the  mountain  quail  as  a  game  bird. 

4.   Other  environmental  consequences  pertaining  to  big  game, 

upland  game,  threatened,  endangered,  sensitive,  high  interest 
and  nongame  wildlife  appear  to  be  adequately  addressed. 

Overall,  we  are  concerned  that,  If  the  Record  of  Decision  encompasses 
the  Preferred  Alternative  (A)  without  modification.  Impacts  will  occur 
to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  that  would  be  In  conflict  with  the  multiple 
use  sustained  yield  concept.   We  therefore  request  that  consideration 
for  the  concerns  we  have  expressed  in  our  comments  be  evaluated  in 
making  the  final  decision. 

Sincerely, 


(Uv-Jefry  M.  Conley 


ir 


Region  4 

Clearinghouse 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 

Bur.  Fisheries 

Bur.  Wildlife 


Response  to  letter  No.  49 

49.1  See  Response  34.2. 

49.2  Forage  allocations  were  made   first  to  meet  big  game  needs,  then  to  meet 
livestock  needs.   Through   1990  no  adverse  impact  would  occur  to  big  game. 

It   is  true  that  an  increase  in  numbers  of  livestock  on  these  ranges 
could  create  wildlife  displacement.     As  livestock  numbers  on  the  range 
increase,  wildlife  populations  will   be  closely  monitored   to  determine 
the  effects  of   increased   livestock  use  upon  wildlife  populations. 

49.3  See  page   17   in  the  E1S  and  the  response  to   letter  21.2. 

49.4  Water  would  be  provided   for  wildlife  use  during  the  period  from  April 
through  October  on  all    proposed  pipelines.      In  addition,  bird  watering 
guzzlers  would  be  placed  along  new  pipelines.      See  page   16,  paragraph  4. 

49.5  Pages  84-87  in  the  EIS  state  some  forms  of  habitat  improvement.     These 
improvements,  though  not  optimum,  are  mentioned  under  the  Proposed 
Action.     Several    items  are  as   follows: 

-17  miles  of  riparian  habitat  would  slightly  improve  as  a  result  of 
proposed  changes  in  grazing  systems  on  two  allotments. 
-10.4  miles  of   fence  would  protect   35.5  acres  of   riparian  habitat. 

49.6  Bob  Bell,  Region    IV  Fishery  Biologist,   IDFG,  indicates  that  McMullen 
Creek  and  the  Fifth  Fork  of  Rock  Creek  have  excellenct  wild  trout  popu- 
lations.    No  stocking   program  has  taken  place  in  the  past   20  years.     He 
mentioned  that   40-50  years  ago  these  streams  were  probably  stocked  with 
rainbow  trout  as  trout  were  then  widely  stocked  throughout  the  state. 

49.7  The  fact  that  some  adverse  Impacts  would  result  from  burning  of  critical 
mule  deer  winter  range  (as  well  as  beneficial  impacts)  is  recognized  on 
page  78,  paragraph  4.  "One  negative  aspect  of  burning  would  be  that 
bitterbrush  will  not  resprout  if  the  soil  is  not  wet  or  it  does  not  rain 
shortly  after  the  fire  (Wrigth  1972).  The  loss  of  bitterbrush  on 
critical  mule  deer  winter  range  would  be  detrimental  to  the  population, 
especially  during  a  severe  winter." 

49.8  Before  any  land  treatment,  such  as  burning,  occurs   in  critical    sage 
grouse  range,  wintering  ad  nesting  areas  will   be   identified  and  areas 
will    receive  protection  from  the  proposed  treatment.      Special    criteria 
for  the  various  sage  grouse  use  areas  have  been   identified  in  the  BLM 
planning  process. 

49.9  Research  indicates  sage  grouse  often  nest  close  to  or  under  sagebrush  in 
the  7-20  inch  height  class  In  areas  where  vegetation  covers  about  50 
percent  of  the  ground  surface.  High  nesting  success  also  has  been  noted 
In  small  draws  where  low-growing  vegetation  Is  dominant.  Livestock  re- 
duction may  result  In  existing  nesting  sites  (of  the  type  mention  above) 
and  brood-rearing  areas  becoming  overgrown  and  thus  less  productive.  No 
mention  was  made  of  wintering  areas  because  more  densely  vegetated  sites 
would  be  beneficial.      No  maintenance  is  proposed  under  Alternative  D. 

49.10  In  this  paragraph,  the  mentioned  species  were  not  to  be  considered  as 
non-game.     The  river  otter  and  mountain  quail    are  sensitive  species  and 
the  beaver   is  a  high  Interest  species. 
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(7)   It  will  be  difficult  for  the  Department  to  meet  its 
long-term  upland  game  management  objectives  with  a 
31%  increase  in  actual  livestock  use  and  46,498 
acres  of  range  treatments  and  maintenance. 

b.   There  are  several  major  negative  fishery  aspects  of 
the  proposed  action,  including: 

(1)  No  significant  improvement  in  fisheries  habitat, 
if  any,  would  occur  in  specific  areas  as  only 
seven  percent  of  riparian  habitat  would  be 
fenced  (as  opposed  to  43%  in  Alternative  D) . 

An  overall  decline  in  aquatic  habitat  would 
occur. 

(2)  A  significant  increase  in  grazing  would  occur 
under  this  alternative;  57%  above  preference 
and  31%  above  average  use. 

(3)  The  sharp  increase  in  grazing  could  offset  any 
small  advantage  offered  by  the  fencing  and 
could  actually  result  in  lower  water  quality 
and  poorer  riparian  habitat  on  some  of  the 
streams. 


Alternative  B,  Increased  Livestock  Use 


ges  19-21. 


a.  This  alternative  is  unacceptable  because  it  does  not 
provide  for  the  needs  of  big  game  populations  projected 
by  the  Department  through  1990.   The  total  allocation  to 
big  game  would  be  3,294  AUM's,  a  shortage  of  1,111  AUM's. 
In  addition,  a  68%  increase  (above  the  six-year  average 
licensed  use)  in  livestock  grazing  in  conjunction  with 
84,280  acres  of  range  treatments  and  maintenance  would 
make  It  impossible  for  the  Department  to  reach  Its  long- 
term  management  objectives  for  important  wildlife  species. 

b.  The  following  negative  effects  on  the  aquatic  habitat 
would  occur  under  this  alternative:   (1)  higher  livestock 
numbers  would  adversely  affect  riparian  vegetation; 

(2)  the  proposed  23%  increase  in  grazing  would  adversely 
affect  fisheries  habitat  and  the  fisheries  resource; 

(3)  water  quality  would  suffer  from  the  increased  grazing 
and  proposed  land  treatments;  and  (4)  stream  bank  erosion 
would  accelerate  and  an  increase  in  stream  water  temperature 
would  likely  occur  due  to  loss  of  riparian  habitat. 

3.    Alternative  C,  Existing  Stocking  Level  ("No  Action"  Alternative), 
Pages  21-24. 


(4)  The  proposed  treatment  of  13,544  acres  of 
sagebrush  can  result  in  increased  stream  sedimenta- 
tion In  certain  areas  and  compound  the  water 
quality  problem. 

(5)  An  Increase  In  stream  water  temperatures — 
already  critical  in  some  areas — would  occur 
from  loss  of  riparian  habitat. 

Under  the  Aquatic  Wildlife  section  on  page  30  of 
Table  2-14,  it  states,  "Fisheries  and  furbearer 
habitat  to  improve  slightly.   Seven  percent  of 
riparian  habitat  would  be  fenced  improving  food  and 
cover  supply  in  these  areas."  This  is  In  direct 
conflict  with  the  statement  on  paragraph  1  under 
VEGETATIVE  ALLOCATION,  page  84  which  reads,  "In  both 
the  short  and  long  term,  aquatic  wildlife  habitat 
would  continue  to  be  adversely  affected  because, 
under  the  Proposed  Action,  livestock  would  still 
tend  to  heavily  utilize  riparian  areas.   The  quality 
and  quantity  of  waterfowl  nesting  cover  would  continue 
below  optimum.   New  riparian  growth  would  be  inhibited 
and  streambank  erosion  would  continue." 


The  "No  Action"  alternative  will  provide  for  the  needs  of 
big  game  populations  projected  by  the  Department  through 
1990,  but  in  our  opinion  is  otherwise  unacceptable  for 
the  following  reasons: 


(1)   Soil,  vegetation,  riparian  and 
would  not  improve. 


nge  conditions 


(2)   Early  spring,  late  fall  and  winter  livestock  grazing 
on  important  mule  deer  winter  ranges  would  continue. 


(3)   Existing  land  treatments  (seedings)  would  be  maintained 
and  not  improved  for  wildlife. 


(4)   The  Department  could  not  meet  Its  long-term  management 
objectives  for  small  and  nongame  species. 


b.    This  alternative  is  undesirable  to  the  aquatic  resource 
for  the  following  reasons: 
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(1)   No  imp 


habitat  would 


(2)  Riparian  areas-already  poor  in  many  areas — would 
continue  to  be  heavily  grazed. 

(3)  Streambank  erosion  would  continue  at  relatively  high 
rates. 

(4)  Water  quality  would  not  Improve. 

(5)  Water  temperatures  would  Increase,  adversely  affecting 
fisheries. 

4.  Alternative  E,  No  Livestock  Grazing,  Pages  27-28. 

a.   We  feel  this  alternative  is  socially  and  politically 
unacceptable  and  Is  not  a  viable  alternative. 

5.  Alternative  D,  Reduced  Livestock  Use,  Pages  24-27. 

a.    This  is  the  alternative  that  provides  the  most  benefits 

for  fish  and  wildlife  and  we  support  it  for  the  following 
reasons: 

(1)   The  overall  objective  is  to  maximize  nonlivestock 
uses  and  values,  particularly  wildlife  and  specific 
fisheries,  recreation,  watershed  and  aesthetics, 
without  complete  disruption  of  the  social  and  economic 
conditions  associated  with  livestock  husbandry  on 
public  lands  within  the  EIS  area  (page  24,  paragraph 
4,  lines  1-5). 


(2) 


Forage  would  be  provided  to  meet  the  Department's 
1990  big  game  population  projections. 


(3)   Increased  habitat  diversity  would  be  provided  for 
game  and  nongame  species. 


(4)   Water  quality  and  riparian  areas  would  improve 
significantly. 


(5)   Soil  erosion  would  be  reduced. 


(6)  Hunting  opportunity  would  increase  allowing  the 
Department  to  meet  long-term  management  objectives. 

(7)  No  new  land  treatments  would  be  authorized  and 
existing  treatments  would  revert  to  native  range. 
Both,  for  the  most  part,  would  benefit  wildlife 
populations. 

Continued  early  spring,  fall  and  winter  livestock  grazing  on 
at  least  three  allotments  (Western  Stockgrowers,  Point  Ranch, 
Lost  Creek-U2)  Important  to  wintering  mule  deer  would  result 
in  impacts  identified  in  item  l,a(6).   We  recommend  livestock 
grazing  on  important  mule  deer  winter  ranges  in  these  allotments 
not  begin  until  May  1,  and  terminate  no  later  than  August  31. 

Continued  early  livestock  grazing  on  important  sage  grouse 
nesting  areas  would  result  In  considerable  nest  destruction 
and  desertion.   To  minimize  these  impacts,  it  is  recommended 
key  nesting  areas  not  be  grazed  until  after  June  1. 

Fencing  (24.45  miles)  would  protect  207  acres  of  riparian 
vegetation  from  livestock.   The  remaining  274  acres  of  riparian 
vegetation  would  still  receive  moderate  to  heavy  livestock  use 
and  wildlife  species  would  continue  to  be  severely  impacted. 
We  recommend  a  more  concerted  effort  be  made  to  protect  riparian 
areas  from  heavy  livestock  grazing. 


b. 


This  is  the  best  alternative  from  a  fisheries 
Some  positive  fisheries  points  are: 


standpoint. 


(1)   One  objective  is  to  maximize  fishery  habitat  and 
improve  riparian  condition  on  all  streams. 


(2)  43%  of  the  riparian  vegetation  would  be  fenced,  thus 
improving  aquatic  wildlife  habitat. 


(3)  A  significant  decrease  in  the  erosion  rate  would 
occur. 


(4)  Water  quality  in  general  would  Improve. 

(5)  An  Increase  in  angler  opportunity  would  occur. 
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Nick  James  Cozakos ,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Route  3,  Box  1 
Burley,  Idaho  83318 

Dear  Sir: 

I   am   concerned   about    the    environmental    consequences    of    the   Twin   Falls 
Livestock  Grazing   Program.   After  carefully  studying   the  Draft  EIS    for   the 
Program,    I   have   devised  some   comments  which  1  hope  will   be   useful    to  you    In 
Improving    the   current  assessment  of  environmental    impacts    of    the    five  alterna- 
tives. 

PURPOSE  ASP  NEED 

An  expansive  discussion  of   the  purpose  and   need  of   the   project  would 
have   been  very  valuable.    However,    the   only  clue    to    the  reason    for   the   project 
from  the  Draft  EIS    Is    that   "some  specific  resource   problems    related    to   live- 
stock grazing  have   been  Identified."  This   vagueness   of  purpose  hinders    the 
analysis    of   the  proposed  action  and    the    four  alternatives,    as  well  as    the  EIS 
in  general. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


The  environi 

lental    impacts    caused   by    liv 

the   most   concern 

are    the  effects   on  wildlife 

effects   on  sensi 

Ive  species   and  species   ass 

areas. 

Impact   Assessmen 

stock  grazing  for  which  I  have 
and  vegetation,  especially  the 
elated  with   riparian  and  wetland 


The  Draft  EIS    very  adequately    identifies    the  vegetation  and  wildlife 
species  which  will    be  affected   by    the  various  alternatives,    and  also  properly 
determines  whether    they  will   be  beneficially  or  adversely  affected.    However, 
it    is  very  difficult    to  compare   the  environmental   consequences   of   the    five 
alternatives  without  more  specific   information  on  how   the   species  will   be 
affected  beyond    the  determination  of  adverse   or  beneficial    impact.    Such  compar- 
ison would  be  made  much  easier   if   the  EIS    included  projections    of  species 
population  changes  which  would  occur  as   the   result  of   the  alternatives   as  well 
as  more  extensive  data    on  the   impact  on  wetland  and   riparian  areas.    This    type 
of    information  would  make   the  degree   of   impact   on  wildlife  and  vegetation  more 
clear  and    thus  would  greatly  aid    in  assessing   the  merits   and   shortcomings    of 
each  of    the  alternatives. 


and  D  considering    the  vast  difference   in  riparian  area   protected    (7%  in  Alter- 
native A  versus  437.  in  Alternative  D) .    In  particular,    more  attention  needs    to 
be  given   to    the  benefits  afforded  sensitive   species   due    to    fencing.    Such 
protection  would  without  doubt   beneficially  affect  both    the  mountain  quail 
and   river  otter,    yet  mention  of  benefits    to  sensitive   species  was    totally 
omitted    in   the  section  on  sensitive  and  endangered  species    in  Chapter  4    (pp.    87- 
90). 

Sensitive  Species  •* 

In  general,    the  Draft  EIS   does   not   give  adequate  attention  to  analyzing 
the    impacts   on  sensitive  species.   The    lack  of  projected  population  levels   of 
sensitive  species    for  each  of  the  alternatives  and   the    neglect    to  consider   the 
benefits   of    fencing   to    these  species  has    led    to  a  great  deal   of  uncertainty 
as    to   their    future  well-being. 

In   the    face  of   this   uncertainty,    I   suggest    that   the    following  mitigating 
measures  be    taken  to  protect  and   provide    for   the  needs   of  sensitive   species: 

1.  Identify  the   specific  spring  breeding  areas    of  all  sensitive   species. 

2.  Rest    these    identified  areaa   during  early  spring  grazing  periods  when 

employing    the  deferred-rotation  grazing  system. 

3.  Refrain   from  concentrating   livestock-use   in   these  areas   during    the   early 

spring  as   part  of   the   rest-rotation  or  deferred-rotation  systems. 

I  hope    that  you  will  seriously  consider  my  comments   and  mitigating  measures 
and   that   they  will  be  useful   in  preparing   the   Final  EIS   of   the  Twin  Falls 
Livestock  Grazing   Program. 


Fencing,  of   Rip 


Areas 


Since  riparian  areas  tend  to  be  heavily  used  by  both  livestock  and  wild- 
life --  Including  several  sensitive  species,  It  follows  that  the  protection  o 
these  areas  is  the  key  to  protecting  wildlife.  Although  this  relationship  has 
been  implied  in  the  EIS,  more  discussion  is  warranted,  especially  in  terms  of 
a  more  thorough  comparison  of  the  benefits  provided  wildlife  by  Alternatives  . 


Response  to  Letter  No.  50 


50.1  See  Response  34. 1. 


Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines  (40  CFR  1500)  do  not  indicate 
that  "an  expansive  discussion  of  the  purpose  and  need"  is  required. 


50.2  Population  projections  for  mule  deer  are  as  follows: 


1980 
1990 


Spring-Early   Summer 
(4/15-6/30) 


595 
653 


Summer-Early   Fal  1 
(7/1-10/31) 


~4~?0~ 
508 


Late   Fall -Winter 
(11/1-4/15) 


1.A30" 
3,297 


Current  species  populations  for  other  wildlife  species  found  in  the  EIS 
area  are  not  known  with  any  degree  of  certainty  and  therefore  population 
projections  are  not   possible. 

A  discussion  of  the  impacts  on  wetland/riparian  areas  may  be  found  in  the 
EIS  as  fol  lows  : 


Pages 


Section 

Soils  and  Watershed  54-60 

Vegetation-Riparian  Areas  60-61 

Wildlife-Aquatic  Wildlife  Habitat  84-87 


56.3  Alternative  0  on  page  90  in  the  EIS  clearly  states  that  wildlife  projects 
would  benefit  threatened,  endangered,   sensitive,  high  interest,  and 
non-game  wildlife  species. 

Under  Alternative  0,  25.05  miles  of   fence  would  protect   207  acres  of 
riparian  habitat.     This   fencing  would  be  a  benefit   to  sensitive  species 
as  well   as  aquatic   and  other  wildlife  species.     And  though  the  fencing   is 
not  specifically  identified  on  page  90,  its  benefits  are  recognized  in 
the  analysis  presented. 
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Mr.  Nick  Cozaks 

District  Manager  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Route  3,  Box  1 

Burley,  ID   83318 

Dear  Nick: 

On  behalf  of  the  Idaho  Cattlemen's  Association  and  its 
members  in  the  Twin  Falls  area  we  submit  the  following  comments 
relative  to  the  draft  Twin  Falls  Grazing  Environmental  Impact 
S  tatement . 

Alternative  A,  the  proposed  action  allowing  for  gradual 
increases  in  livestock  and  big  game  AUMs  is  general  ly  acceptable 
where  It  provides  for  gradual  increases  of  AUMs  for  both  live- 
stock and  wildlife.   Establishment  of  grazing  management  systems 
under  the  proposed  action  is  also  a  positive  note.   However, 
according  to  our  members  in  that  area  there  is  tremendous  poten- 
tial for  increased  range  development  and  AUMs  to  make  Alternative 
B  even  more  accept able.   As  you  know  this  area  is  excellent  range- 
land  for  both  livestock  and  wildlife,  and  if  managed  properly 
could  produce  large  quantities  of  high  quality  forage. 

Portions  of  this  area  burned  approximately  15  years  ago 
resulting  in  increased  forage  quantity.   These  areas  are  now 
in  need  of  further  range  improvements  through  burning  or  sage- 
brush control  to  maintain  and  increase  productivity.   The 
231,298  acre  area  provides  adequate  acreage  and  potential  for 
Increasing  both  uses.   One  of  the  limiting  factors  appears  to  be 
lack  of  water  developments  for  livestock  and  wildlife.   Alternatives 
A  and  B  would  help  meet  the  goals  of  increasing  water  supplies 
along  with  burning  and  seeding  additional  acreage.   Alternative  B 
would  allow  approximately  four  times  as  much  range  improvement  throu 
brush  control  and  seeding  as  compared  to  Alternative  A.   It 
appears  the  range  improvement  program  outlines  in  Altenrative  B 
could  result  in  greater  benefit  for  livestock  and  wildlife  and  the 
economy.   The  Increase  In  wlldlfe  AUMs  seems  acceptable  to  our 
members  who  enjoy  hunting  and  ifhsing  in  their  area  as  does  the 
general  pub  lie  . 

On  page  10  table  2-4  referring  to  season  of  use,  we  stress 
the  importance  of  maintaining  the  current  turnout  dates  and  periods 
of  use  under  the  various  allotments.   Any  changes  in  these  dates 
could  seriously  affect  use  patterns  of  the  permittees  between  BLM 
and  forest  service  permits. 

We  would  also  discourage  construction  of  "pot  holes"  for 
wlldlfe  in  existing  meadows.   Alternative  means  of  developing 
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water  for  wildlife  would  lessen  the  Impact  on  these  meadow  areas 
while  at  the  same  time  provide  adequate  water  supply  for  these  an 
In  summary ,  the  proposed  action  would  benefit  the  economy  wh 
providing  multiple  use  for  natural  resources  in  this  area  for  liv 
stock  production,  recreation,  hunting  and  fishing  and  related  use 
We  encourage  your  staff  to  choose  either  Alternative  A  or  B  as  th 
plan  of  action.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this 
EIS,  and  would  like  you  to  keep  us  informed  on  further  actions  re 
to  this  resource  area. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
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Respectfully  Submitted, 

Mike  Mogensen 

Executive  Vice  President 
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In  the  Matter  of: 

Public  Hearing 
Twin   Falls  Grazing 
Environmental    Impact  Statement 
for  the  Burley  District 


BEFORE 

Guy  Baler 
Chief,   Division  of  Resources 

Idaho  State  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


DATE:         February  25,  1982 
PLACE:       Twin   Falls,    Idaho 


Thursday,    February   25,    1982,   7:00   p.m. 
In  Twin  Falls  City  Hall 


Twin   Falls  Livestock  Grazing  EIS  Hearing 


MR.   BAIER:     This   is  the  appointed  place  to  conduct  the  public 
hearing  on  the  Livestock  Environmental    Impact  Statement  Draft  for 
Twin  Falls  and  to  receive  testimony  on  the  document   this  evening. 
If  you  care  to   register,  we  will   be  receiving  testimony  this  evening 
on  the  subject  of  this  particular  document. 

My  name  is   Guy  Baier.     I  am  the  Chief,   Division  of  Resources  in 
the   Idaho  State  Office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.      I  have  been 
designated  by  the  State  Director  to  chair  this  hearing  this  evening. 
The  members  of  the  panel    up  here  that  you  see  with  me  this  evening 
are  Nick  Cozakos,  who   is   the  District  Manager  for  the  Burley  District, 
Scott  Anderson  on  my  left,  who   is   the  Magic  Resource  Area  Manager  and 
Mike  Haase,  who   is   the   team  leader  who  prepared  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  you  have  before  you.      If  there  are  any  of  you  who 
would  like  copies  of  the  document,   there  are  extra  outside  that  are 
available   for  you   if  you  need  a  copy. 

The  purpose  o^  the  hearing  this  evening  is   to  obtain  public 
comments  and  your  suggestions  concerning  this  particular  draft 
Environmental    Impact  Statement.      Panel   members  are  particularly 
interested  in  your  comments  on  Chapter  2  on  the  alternatives. 
Including  the  proposed  action  and  the  impact  analysis  and  Chapter  4 
of  the  Environmental    Consequences  of  the  proposed  actions. 

We  will    be  using  a  tape  recorder  this  evening.     We  will   not  have 
a  court  transcriber  but  everything  that   is  said  will   be  noted  and  it 
will   be  taken   for  use  in  the  record.      It  will    be  helpful    if  you  have 
any  written  comments.      You  can  give  them  to  us  or  we  can  file  them 
and  we  will   make  them  part  of  the   record.     Comments   received  tonight 
plus  any  written  comments   that  are  received  prior  to  close  of  business 
March  26  will   be  considered  in  developing  the  final    EIS.     All   of  your 
written  comments  need  to  be  addressed  to  the   District  Manager,   Burley 
District  Office,  BLM. 

The  witnesses  this  evening  to  testify  will    be  called  in  the  order 
of  the  11st  that  was  prepared  based  upon  early  filings  up  to  today, 
and  as  you   register  this  evening.     Before  we   finish  this  evening, 
anyone  else  who  did  not  register,  who  wishes   to  testify,  will    have 
the  opportunity  to  do  so.     We  do  have  a   lot  of  people  who  want  to 
present   information  to  us, so   I  will   be  placing  a   time  limit  upon  oral 


presentation.      I  will   provide  the  opportunity  for  each  person  to  provide 
testimony  for  ten  minutes.      I  will   notify  you  when  you  have   reached  a 
nine  minute  mark  and  give  you  the  opportunity  to  summarize  and  finish 
within  ten  minutes.     At  the  end  of  the  evening,  after  everyone  has 
had  the  opportunity  to  present  their  testimony.   If  anyone  who  has 
previously  testified  wishes  to  add  to  that,    I  will   provide  them  with 
that  opportunity. 

If  you  have  written  testimony  you  want  to  present   for  the  record, 
you  do  not  have  to  present  orally,  you  can  leave  it  with  us  and  It 
will   be  entered  into  the  record.     You  may  testify  orally  if  you  so 
desire.     When  you  come  to  the  lectern  to  present  your  testimony  for 
the  record  on  the  tape  recorder,  would  you  please  state  your  name  and 
who  you  represent. 

The  first  witness  we  have  this  evening  is  Mr.   Elmer  Parrott. 

MR.    PARROTT:     I  am  Elmer  Parrott,  a  user  in  the  Magic  Resource 
Area.     I  have  a  definite  preference  for  the  implementation  of 
alternate  Plan  A.     This  area  has  the  potential    for  increased 
development  to  the  benefit  of  all,  with  little  degradation  occurring. 

The  grazing  increase  1n  Plan  B  would  be  only  minimal    above  the 
development   in   Plan  A. 

Plans   C,   D,  and  E  would  each  go  farther  in  the  locking  up  of 
a  viable  renewable  resource  of  considerable  economic  value,  with 
little  enhancement  of  other  uses  of  the  area. 

Alternative  A  stands  out  far  above  other  alternatives   in  Increased 
values  and  returns   for  all    involved. 

Thank  you. 

MR.    BAIER:     Thank  you.      I   see  one  item  I   did  not  mention.     We 
have  some  panel   members  here.      Their  sole  purpose  is   to  clarify  any 
comments   that  a  witness  presents   that  they  do  not  understand.     The 
purpose  of  the  hearing  1s   to  receive  information   from  you,   it   is  not 
a  cross-examination  type  situation.     Be  very  casual    about  the  operation, 
but  the  only  questions  that  we  can  entertain  would  be  questions  which 
clarify  testimony  you  present. 

The  next  witness   Is  Mr.   Bill   Brockman. 

MR.   CROCKETT:     Bill   Brockman  1s  in  the  hospital,   so   I   am  reading 
this   for  him. 

I   am  David  Crockett.      I  would  like  to  offer  testimony  on  behalf 
of  the  Western  Stockgrower*  s  Association  of  Hansen,   Idaho. 

The  Western  Stockgrower' s  Association  is  comprised  of  nine  members 
and  their  families  who  graze  a  combined  total  of  3,000  head  of  cattle 
on  BLM  administered  land  south  of  Mmberly,   Idaho. 
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We  would  like  to  commend  the  BLM,   the  members  of  the  EIS  Fact- 
Finding  team  and  Area  Manager  Scott  Anderson   for  the  time  and  effort 
they  have  put  Into  the  Twin  Falls   EIS  draft.     We  believe  they  have 
combined  watershed,  recreation,  wildlife,  and  livestock  grazing 
concerns   Into  a  workable  management  plan   for  the  Federal   Range  in 
our  area. 

The  members  of  our  Association  do,   however,   have  two  areas  of 
concern.     Number  one  Is  the  proposed   fencing  of  .85  hundredths  of  a 
mile  along  the  Fifth  Fork  of  Rock  Creek.     We  feel   this  proposed  fence 
1s  not  in  the  best  Interest  of  recreation,   fishing  or  scenic  beauty. 
It  will   be  a  threat  to  deer  wintering  in  the  area,  and  will   tend  to 
bunch  cattle  going  to  water  and  cause  serious  watershed  problems. 

Concern  number  two  pertains  to  Table  3-5  page  43.     We  are 
willing  to  accept  aerial   winter  counts  and  the  Idaho  Department  of 
F1sh  and  Game's  population  estimates   for  mule  deer  numbers  on  the 
Western  Stockgrower' s  Association  allotment.     However,   by  computing 
the  numbers  supplied  in  Table  3-5,  we  arrive  at  a   figure  of  7,185 
deer  count  over  a  twelve  month  period.     Since  it  takes   five  deer 
to  equal   one  AUM,  we  believe  the   figure  under  the  column  heading 
"Proposed  Wildlife  Initial   and  Long  Term"  should  read  1,437  AUM's 
instead  of  2,977  AUM's  as  printed. 

MR.    BAIER:      Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.   Arthur  Kaster.       Mr.   Arthur  Raster.     Mr.  Mike  Werner. 

MR.  WERNER:     I  am  Mike  Werner  from  Kimberly,   Idaho.      I   represent 
myself  and  especially  as  a  sportsman. 

We  feel    that  we  are  against  your  proposed  A.      It  doesn't  allow 
the  allotments   for  the  deer  that  could  be  and  hopefully  will   increase 
up  there.     Therefore,  we  are  in  favor  of  proposed  D.      I  have  talked 
to  several   people  and  many  of  them  feel   this  way. 

Thank  you. 

MR.    BAIER:     Thank  you  Mr.   Werner.     Jim  Daniels. 

MR.    DANIELS:     I  am  Jim  Daniels  and  I  support  the  Sportsmen  Club. 

I  would  like  to  support  Alternative  D  except   for  a   few  things  1n 
there,  which  seems  to  have  a  little  bit  too  much  spraying  1n  some 
areas.      I   believe  we  should  cut  back  the  best  we  can  on  overgrazing 
in  winter  areas.      For  one  thing,  of  destroying  the  shelter  and  also 
latter  on  we  won't  have  much  browse  for  the  animals.      I   disapprove  of 
total   sagebrush  removal   in  some  areas  or  by  spraying  or  burn,   because 
in  some  areas   if  you  get  total   winter  wheat  you  just  have  nothing  out 
there  but  either  cattle  or  seems  like  ground  squirrels.       I   believe  it 
should  be  sparse  sagebrush  removal    in  some  areas  leaving  some  cover  of 
vegetation    in  some   sections  rather  than   just  total    removal. 

That  is  all    I   have  to  say. 

MR.    BAIER:     Mr.    Lyle   Deitrick. 


MR.   DEITRICK:     Lyle  Deitrick,  Sportsmen  Club. 
Jim  Daniels  on  his  view  of  the  situation. 


MR.   COZAKOS:     Where  are  you   from? 


I  go  along  with 


MR.  DEITRICK:  Filer,  Idaho. 

MR.  BAIER:  Jack  Wendllng. 

MR.  WENDLING:  I'm  Jack  Wendl ing  from  Filer.  I  am  representing 
myself.  Not  having  had  an  opportunity  to  go  through  the  addendums  to 
the  basic  document,  but  only  referencing  the  basic  document,  I  favor 
Alternative  D  as  the  only  one  benefiting  the  greatest  number  of  people 
at  the  least  cost. 

Thank  you. 

MR.   BAIER:     Thank  you.     Jerry  Montgomery. 

MR.   MONTGOMERY:     My  name  is   Jerry  Montgomery.      I    represent  myself 
as  a  sportsman.      I  would  Hke  to  say  I  consider  Alternative  A  as 
unacceptable  to  sportsmen  because  of  the  fact  that  there  is  not  enough 
left  there  for  wildlife  in  the  way  of  winter  range  and  this  type  of 
thing.     As  a  sportsman,   I   feel   Alternative  D  would  be  more  adequate 
to  wildlife.     This  1s  why  we  support  Alternative  D. 

Thank  you. 

MR.   BAIER:     Mr.   Wayne  Crown. 

MR.    CROWN:     Wayne  Crown  from  Buhl    represent  myself  as  a  sportsman. 
I   feel    the  same  way  as  Jerry  Montgomery.      I   feel   that  Alternative  A 
is  completely  unsatisfactory  for  any  wildlife.     Of  all  of  them  I   guess 
I  would  have  to   go  along  with  Alternative  B. 

Thank  you. 

MR.    BAIER:     Thank  you.      Ralph  Andrews. 


MR.   BAIER:     Ralph  Crown. 

MR.    CROWN:      I  am  Ralph  Crown   from  Kimberly  and   I   support  myself 
as  a  sportsman  and  I  don't  feel    that  Alternative  A  is   fair  for  the 
wildlife  wintering  ranges.      I  support  Alternative  D. 

MR.    BAIER:      Thank  you.      Mr.    Les    Mai. 


MR.    MAI:     My  name   is  Les  Mai    from  Twin  Falls  and   I    represent 

myself  as  a   sportsman   and  I  would  like  to  state  at   this  time   I   am  not 

in    favor  of  Alternative  A  and   I  do  support  Alternative  B.      I   will    file 
a  written  comment   later. 

Thank  you. 

MR.    BAIER:      Gary   Deitrick. 

MR.   DEITRICK:     My  name  is  Gary  Deitrick  from  Filer,   Idaho,  and  I 
like  to  represent  myself  as  a  sportsman.     I  have  to  oppose  Alternative  A 
and  go  for  Alternative  D. 

MR.   BAIER:     Mr.   James  Deitrick. 

MR.    DEITRICK:     My  name  Is  James  Deitrick.     I  am  from  Filer,   Idaho. 
I  represent  myself  as  a  sportsman.      I  am  against  Alternative  A  because 
I   feel    1t  would  be  detrimental   to  the  wildlife.      I  would  like  to  support 
Alternative   D. 


Mr.   Arthur  Kaster.     Mr.   Kaster.     Was  there  any  others 


MR.   BAIER: 
who  registered. 

MRS.    DANIEL:      No. 

MR.   BAIER:     Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  present  testimony? 
If  no  one  else  would  like  to  present  testimony  at  this  time. 

MR.  RADTKE:  I  am  Bill  Radtke  from  Kimberly,  and  I  am  totally 
against  Alternate  A  and  think  if  anything  we  ought  to  go  with  D  and 
limit  the  amount  of  stock  in   that  area.      Thank  you. 

MR.   SHARP:     My  name  is   Tom  Sharp  and  I  am  a  stockman  from  the 
Magic   Resource  Area.     Just  as  a  suggestion  to  the  Board,   I   suggest 
that  you  have  another  open  hearing  where  questions  can  be  bantered 
between  us  and  you  concerning  the  environmental   draft  because   there 
is  a  lot  of  people  here  who  have  not  done  their  homework  and  they 
don't  understand  it.      I   believe  if  you  can  have  another  meeting  like 
this,  we  could  ask  the  Board  questions  about  this.     You  would  probably 
have  different  testimony.     Thank  you. 

MR.   BAIER:     Thank  you.      Is  there  anyone  else  at  this  time? 

MR.   NELSON:     I   am  Victor  W.   Nelson  and  I  am  an  owner  of  a  lot  of 
private  land  and   I   don't  think  we  have  been  consulted  enough  on  our 
private  land,   because   there   is  a   lot  more  private  land  up  in   that 
country  than   there   is  Taylor  by  twice  or  three   times  more  private  land 
in   that  country. 

I  don't  think  you  give  us  any  credit  for  private  land  at  all.     The 
deer  and  the   sagegrouse.we   raise  them  on  our  own   ground  -   on  our  ground  - 
not  on  Taylor.      Your  Taylor  land  is   too  damn  dry  -    it  won't  raise  anything. 


That  is  what  I  think  -  you  don't  give  us  private  owners  nothing. 
I  have  Taylor  rights  too,  but  there  is  nothing  on  it  but  just  grass, 
sagebrush,  and  we  haven't  had  no  water  development  on  it  for  years. 
Understand  now  under  this  program  we  will  get  some  but  maybe  we  will 
not.  They  told  us  before  we  would  get  some,  1f  we  do  some  work.  We 
built  ponds.     We  never  got  anything.     That  is  the  only  thing   I   can  say. 

MR.   BAIER:     Is  there  anyone  else  at  this  time? 

MR.   BERRY:     My  name  is  Clyel   Berry.      I  live  1n  Kimberly.      I  would 
support  Alternative  D  for  the  reduction  in  livestock  use  because  I  am 
a  sportsman  and  I  believe  there  is  a  definite  deficit  in   the  grazing, 
at  least  the  habitat,   for  winter  grazing  on  deer,  sagegrouse. 

We  have  been  up  there  snowmoblHng  and  1t  would  appear  to  me  that 
the  only  thing  that  comes  up  from  the  snow  in  the  wintertime,  of  course, 
is  the  sagebrush  or  the  bitterbrush.     All  of  the  crested  wheat   is 
completely  snowed  over  so  if  we  get  rid  of  the  sagebrush  and  i f  we  do 
go  ahead  and  plant  crested  wheat  in   its  stead,   it  would  appear  to  me 
that  was   going  to  make  a   barren  desert  of  many  of  the  sections  up  there, 
many  of  the  acres. 

Thank  you. 

MR.   BAIER:     Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  speak  at  this 
time.     OK.     Why  don't  we  take  a  break  for  ten  minutes  till   7:35  and 
see  if  there  are  any  latecomers  and  see  if  we  have  other  witnesses. 
Let's  adjourn  till   7:35. 

BREAK 

MR.   BAIER:     I   understand   that  Mr.   Arthur  Kaster  is  here.     Mr. 
Kaster,  would  you  like  to  submit  your  information  for  the  panel. 

MR.   KASTER:      I  didn't  bring  no  notes.      I  am  a   farmer  and  a  stockman 
and   I   live  along  the  border  of  the  BLM  land  and  they  are  asking  for  a 
buffer  or  whatever  you  call   it  of  H  mile  into  the  BLM.      I  am  objecting 
to  that  for  several   reasons. 

What   it  does,   it  hibernates  all   the  gophers  and  jackrabbits. 
I   have  been  ate  out  with  the  jackrabbits  in  my  life  time  out  there  and 
the  gophers  we  have  plenty  of  them.     As   far  as  the  pheasant  habitat  is, 
we  are  going  to  have  to  feed  them  and  if  we  could  get  compensation   for 
feeding  wildlife  that  would  be  alright,   but   It   is  on  the   farmer's 
shoulder  and   I  am  a  next  door  neighbor  of  the  BLM. 

I   get  a  cow  out  there,  why,   I   get  trespass,   but  their  coyotes  and 
rabbits  are.     I  won't  mention  deer  because  we  don't  have  any  out  there, 
but  we  have  the   gophers  and  all    that  out  there.      They  come  onto  our 
place  but  we  have  to  take  care  of  them  and  that  is  the  objection  I 
have  there  because  you  are  going  to  turn  that   into  a  pheasant  habitat 
out  there.     We  are  going  to  have  to   feed  them. 

You   think  that   they  got   to  go  out  there   for  protection  -   that   is  not 
so  -  they  don't   go.      They  go  there  when  the  hunting  season   is  on.      They 
scatter.     The  rest  of  the  time  they  are  down   there  on  our  farms.     That 
is  about  the  only  thing   I've  got   to  say. 
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MR.    BAIER:      Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  care  to  testify  this 
evening? 

MR.   KAUFMAN:     I   am  a   farmer  and   I  run  some  livestock  on  the 
Bureau  land.     It   is  my  opinion  that   livestock  and  wildlife  are  compatible. 
We  have  put   in  a   lot  of  (we,    I   say  the  Bureau,   along  with  the  range  man), 
have  put  1n  a  lot  of  water  facilities  and  made  more   feed   for  the  livestock 
as  well   as   for  the  deer.      I   think  livestock  and  wildlife  are  much  more 
compatible  than  snow  machines  and  wildlife. 

MRS.   CROCKETT:      I  am  Charlott  Crockett  and   I   represent  the  Western 
Stock  Growers  and  myself.      I,   too,   would  like  to  compliment  the  BLM 
on  putting  forth  these  proposals.      I   think  either  A  or  B   is  very  good. 
I   think  they  have  been  more  than  fair  in  trying  to  consider  the  cattle 
producers  and  the  sportsmen. 

I  am  kind  of  disappointed  in  people  who  call    themselves  sportsmen 
and  see  how  little  they  consider  the  people  that  make  their  living 
off  this   same  area . 


MR.   BAIER:      Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  present  testimony? 
We  have  a  couple  of  visitors  with  us  this  evening  that   I  would  like  to 
recognize.     Mr.   Mike  Field,   Field  Representative   for  Senator  McClure, 
is   here  this  evening.     Mrs.   Ann  Cover,  who  is  the  Chairman  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors   (Commissioners)   in  the  County.     Thanks   for  coming  this 
evening. 

Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  give  testimony. 

MR.   CROCKETT:     I  am  David  Crockett  again  and  this  time  I   represent 
myself.      I  believe  that  Alternative  A  offers  a  good  balance  of  all 
Interests  concerned,  with  a    reasonable  increase  In  livestock  and 
wil dli  fe  in  a  plan. 

I  am  interested  in  livestock,  which  is  my  livelihood.  I  also  have 
an  Interest  in  wildlife.  I  believe  that  our  property  there  provides 
enough  year-round  habitat  for  pheasants,  quail,  rabbits,  chukars  and 
a  number  of  other  small  game  animals  to  fill  a  Hm1t  for  everybody  In 
this  room  and  quite  a  few  of  their  friends  for  the  next  ten  years  at 
least. 


I  think  like  the  man  just   before  me  said.     The  deer  and  cattle 
are  compatible  because  one  eats  one  thing  and  one  eats  another.     Oeer 
make  their  livelihood  strictly  on  browse  and  the  cattle  live  on   grass. 

Many  of  the  cattle  producer  or  sportsman,   they  like  to  hunt,   and 
they  too  like  to  see  wildlife  out  on  the  ranges.     But  when   they  start 
asking  for  more  deer  and  more  deer,   they  should  have  been  up   in  the 
hills   in  the  winter  of  '48  and   '9.      I  counted  100  dead  deer   in   two 
miles  starved  to   death.     And   the  deer  got  in   the  haystacks  so  bad,   it 
took  the  men  about  all   day  just  to  chop  the  hay  out  of  the  stacks  after 
the  deer  had  been  on  there  and  many  of  them  died  because  they  starved 
to  death  because  of  the  winter. 

And  this  winter  too  has  brought  lots  of  deer  down  onto  the  ranches. 
Just  about  the  day  before  yesterday  I  counted  20  head  down  on  the  Little 
Fifth  Fork  place  scratching  through  trying  to  get  the  green  grass.      I 
took  some  hay  out   for  them  but  they  didn't  eat   It. 

But  in  that  winter   I  didn't  see  a  single  sportsman  out   putting  out 
any  hay.      I   never  see  them  out  there  scattering  any  salt,   and  anytime 

you  have  a  salt   lick  of  the  ranch,  you  will    see  where  deer  has  eaten 

what  the  cattlemen   have  put  out. 

I  think  actually,   as   far  as  hunting  is  concerned,    they  have  had 
very  good  hunting  in   the  South  Hills.     There  has  been  lots  of  deer. 
You  can  go  out  anytime  now  and  see  30-40  head  right  along  the  edges  of 
the  rims  where  they  come  down   into  the  canyons. 

I   think  another  thing  we  should  take  into  consideration   is  that 
a   person's   livelihood  and   living  should  outweigh  pleasure.      But   I   too 
get   pleasure   from  hunting  and  so  does  most  everybody  else.     And  I   get 
pleasure  out  of  seeing  deer  but  I   sure  don't  take  any  pleasure   in  seeing 
them  starve  to  death  like  they  did  one  winter  when  there  gets   to  be   too 
many  in  a  small   area. 


The   Fish  &  Game  doesn't  pay  us  a  dime   for  this,  neither  do  any  of 
the  people  who  hunt  there.     We  also  allow  the  deer  to  come  In  on  our 
property  in  enough  numbers  and  during  a  period  of  time  that   1s  worth 
a  significant  amount  of  feed  and  have  done  for  at  least  the  last  70 
years,  since  my  family  has   been  on  that  property.      I  don't  know  If  the 
Fish  and  Game  ever  make  compensation   for  this  or  the  BLM  or  the  hunters. 

I  enjoy  wildlife.  I  think  they  have  a  place  in  the  balance  of 
things  and  I  hope  that  we  can  maintain  a  good  supply  of  wildlife  and 
habitat   for  them. 

Inddently,    I   think   it  would  be  pretty  rough  on  the  wildlife  if 
they  had  to   live  on  the  habitat  that  1s  left  by  the  farmers  and  many 
of  these  people  who  can  call    themselves  wildlife  Interested,   hunters, 
and  fishermen.    Many  of  them  come  to  our  property  to  hunt  pheasants 
because  they  burn  their  ditch  banks.     They  don't  even   leave  a   place  for 
a   rabbit   to  live  or  a   pheasant  to  have  her  nest. 

I  think  if  we  were  all  really  concerned  about  balance  of  wildlife 
and  livestock,  that  we  could  all  contribute  a  little  bit  more  in  some 
d1 fferent  areas. 

All    I  want  out  of  livestock  grazing  is  a  livelihood.     I  would 
like  to  see  deer  there  as  long  as  there  is  cattle  there  and  as  long 
as  the  land  is  there.     But   I   think  it  is   reasonable  that  we  use  a 
plan  that   has  a   good  balance  of  all   these  areas,   that  makes  provisions 
that  there  will    be  an   increase  and  a  good  management  for  all    interests. 
Thank  you. 

MR.    BAIER:      Is   there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  speak. 


MR.    LASSEN:      I  am  Vernon  Lassen.      I   live   in   the  same  area  where 
Mr.    Kaster  comes   from.     He  covered  my  gripes  pretty  thoroughly. 
But  this  buffer  zone  that  they  are  talking  about,    I   think  1s  quite 
ridiculous. 

As   far  as  sagebrush  is  concerned,   it  is  one  of  my  pet  peeves 
because  it  fosters  jackrabbits  and  jackrabblts  were   imported  here   from 
Australia.     We  just  can't  make  a  livelihood  if  we  are  going  to  have 
a  buffer  zone  to  protect  the  rabbits.     You  go  on  the  desert  any 
place  you  want  to  go  and  you  will    find   rabbits  where  sagebrush  is. 

As  far  as  pheasants,  we  have  plenty  of  space  on  the  farm  for 
them  to  propagate.  But  we  loose  quite  a  few  that  don't  go  on  the 
desert,  just  like  Mr.  Kaster  says.  They  don't  go  on  the  desert  to 
hatch  their  young.     They  usually  hatch  right  on  the  farm. 

That   is  about  all    I   have  to  cover.     Thank  you. 

MR.    BAIER:      Is  there  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  speak? 

MR.    HAMILTON:      I  am  Bob  Hamilton  of  Twin   Falls.      I   got  here  a 
'little  late,  but  I   just  like  to  say  that   I   support  Alternative  D. 

MR.    BAIER:      Is   there  anyone  else  who  would  care  to  make  a   state- 
ment tonight?     If  there   is  no  one  else  who  wishes  to  make  a   statement, 
I   would  like   to  remind  you  that  the  record  will    remain  open  until 
March  26.     You  have  the  opportunity   to  send  any  written  comments  you 
would  like  to  make  to  the  District  Manager  in  Burley  anytime  prior 
to   that.     The  record  will    be  closed  at  that  time.     The  District 
Manager  will    go  to  work  on   preparing  the   final    Environmental    Impact 
Statement. 

If  there  is  anyone  else  who  would  like  to  make  any  comments. 

Thank  you  very  much   for  coming  tonight  ladies  and  gentlemen. 

This   hearing  is  closed. 


EIS  Hearing  Responses 


56.1  See  Response   37.1. 

56.2  By  computing  numbers  supplied  in  Table  3-5,  a  figure  of   1,530  deer  was 
obtained   for  a   12  month  period.     This  figure  was  arrived  at  in  the 

fol  lowi  ng  manner  : 

April -June  200  deer 

July-October  65  deer 

November-March         1,265  deer 

1,530  deer  total    for  a   12  month  period 

The  figures  for  Table  2-3  under  the  column   heading   "Proposed  Wildlife 
Use"   for  Western   Stockgrowers  are  correct.     They  were  derived  as   follows: 


4/15  -  6/30 
Deer         Deer 
Number     Months     AUMs 


7/1   -    10/31 
Deer         Deer 
Number     Months     AUMs 


11/1  -  4/15 
Deer         Deer 
Number     Months     AUMs 


200            500 

100             65              260 

Long  Term 

200           500 

100              90              360 

AUM  Totals 

Initial            100 
52 
1,392 
Uttl  AUMs 

1,265       6,958       1,392 


72  2.550     14.025       2,805 

Long  Term  100 

72 
2,805 
779T7  AUMs 

800  Pounds  of  Forage  Consumed  per  Month  for  Cattle  5  Mule  Deer/AUMs 

150  Pounds  of  Forage  Consumed   per  Month   for  Mule  Deer 

Oeer  Months  =  Number  of  Deer   Per  Season  X  Season  Length  in  Months 

No.  of   AUMs   Required   for  Oeer  =   No.  of  Deer  Months 
5  Deer/AUM's 

800  Pounds   =    1   AUM 

56.3  The  Twin  Falls  EIS  adresses  only  the  impacts  of  grazing  on  the  public 
lands.     The  wildlife  populaton  numbers  given  in  the  EIS  show  only  those 
animlas  which  use  the  public   land  during  each   season.     While  we  recognize 
the  Importance  of  private  land  1n  providing  habitat   for  wildlife,  we  are 
not   in  the  position  to  manage  these  lands  and   have  not  addressed  them  in 
the  statement.     We  are  aware  that  the  various  wildlife  species  do  not 
spend  all   of  their  time  on  public   land.     Since  our  data  is  only  for  the 
public   land  it  1s  obvious  that  there  1s  more  wildlife  and   Impact  on 
private  land  than   Is  addressed   1n  the  grazing  EIS. 

56.4  See  Response   14.1. 
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TEXT  CHANGES 


Page  4,   Table  2-1 

Under  RANGE  DEVELOPMENTS,   Fences,   Alternative  D,  change   "25.50"   to 
"25.05." 


Page  13,   Table  2-6 

Under  Western  Stockgrowers ,  change  "1  mi.   BG"  to  "1   BG"  and  under 
Squaw  Joe  change  ".5   F"  to  ".5  mi.   F." 

Page  44,  Aquatic  Wildlife,  paragraph  3  (Comment  49.6) 

Add  to  last  sentence:  "and/or  through  reproduction  of  the  native  fish 
populations  in  the  streams." 

Page  64,  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT,  paragraph  2  (Comment  13.2) 

Change  "livestock  carrying  capacity"  to  "plant  basal  area." 

Page  87,  VEGETATIVE  ALLOCATION,  paragraph  1  (Comment  49.8) 
Remove  the  word  "other"  from  the  first  sentence. 

Page  107,  GLOSSARY 

Under  ANIMAL  UNIT  MONTHS  (AUM),  change  "4  deer  or  5.3  antelope"  to  "5 
deer,  or  9  antelope." 
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